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FROM THE DESK OF THE EDITOR: 
 

Dear Reader, 
 

In the past six months, two of the four bishops consecrated by Archbishop Lefebvre in 1988 
have died. Bernard Tissier de Mallerais went to his reward in October 2024, at the age of 79. 
Richard Williamson died at the end of January 2025 aged 84. Both of them had been first 

hospitalised, and both seem to have spent 
their last few days on this earth in a more or 
less comatose condition, unable to         
communicate - a timely reminder to those of 
us who fondly imagine that our own death 
will be like that of Lord Marchmain, and 
that there will be plenty of opportunity to 
repent one last time during our last          
moments: beware, it doesn’t always happen 
the way you imagine! But let that be. They 
are both dead. 
 

Bishop Tissier’s requiem and burial were 
held at Écône, shortly after he died. In the 
case of Bishop Williamson, nobody seemed 
to know  anything about his requiem or buri-
al for weeks, indeed details only seemed to 
become known shortly before it took place, 
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The Recusant 
 

An unofficial SSPX newsletter, fighting a 
guerrilla war for the soul of Tradition! 

“The truly Catholic press is altogether Catholic, that is to say, it defends 
Catholic doctrine in all its principles and applications; it opposes all    
false teaching (known as such) always and entirely, opposita per          
diametrum [diametrically opposed], as St Ignatius says in that golden 
book of his exercises. Arrayed with unceasing vigilance against error, it 
places itself on the frontier, always face-to-face with the enemy. It never 
bivouacs with the hostile forces, as the compromising press loves to do. 
Its opposition is definite and determined; it is not simply opposed to     
certain undeniable manoeuvres of the foe, letting others escape its        
vigilance, but watches, guards, and resists at every point.” 
 

   - Liberalism is a Sin, p.140 
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nearly a full month later in late Feb-
ruary. Why that might be, your guess 
is as good as mine. His requiem was 
held in a rented hall in Canterbury, 
and he was buried at the Novus Ordo, 
St Augustine’s in Ramsgate. This 
latter detail was supposed to be kept 
super-secret even after it happened 
for some reason (again, why?). Pic-
ture taking was banned at the requi-
em, but a  video was released in late-
April, two months later.  
 

De mortuis nil nisi bonum - yes, as a 
rule of thumb, but let us be careful 
not to succumb to the soft honey of a 

false charity. I could pretend to be nice and say only nice things, and everyone would say 
what a  nice man I am (well, some of them still wouldn’t, but you know what I mean), but 
that would just be a means of serving my own selfish interests, make life nicer for me in other 
words. No, that won’t do. There is too much at stake here. And since the death of Richard     
Nelson Williamson was followed with hagiographies by all sorts of shameless ‘Trad’ grifters 
(using, one suspects, the news of Bishop Williamson’s death to promote themselves and to 
appear virtuous); since there will be no shortage of people falling over each other to tell you 
what a living saint he was, let us try to put things into perspective. Speaking well of the dead 
should never be done at the risk of doing yourself or others harm. Bishop Williamson may be 
dead, but his poisonous ideas are still very much alive and well. Ask yourself this. How many 
Trads suddenly decided to say only nice things about JPII when he died in 2005, or Benedict 
VI more recently, or Paul VI back in 1978 ? That’s right, none. If a man’s legacy is a harmful 
one, then that has to be owned and admitted-to for what it is, and it isn’t somehow 
“uncharitable” to point out the reality and warn of the danger - quite the contrary. I am con-
vinced that more people will, in time, come to realise the truth, but for the present Bishop 
Williamson still seems to have fans all over the world, here and there, very few of whom 
knew all that much about him beyond the grossly simplified mainstream media persona 
(“Holocaust Denying Traditionalist Bishop Who Says That Women Should Be In The Home 
And Mass Should Be In Latin!”)  
 

Since therefore I perceive that right now nobody is prepared to stick his neck out and say the 
least little thing which might accurately reflect the legacy of the late lamented bishop, and not 
merely because it is also likely that there are others afraid to speak up due to the wave of 
blind hatred which they perceive will be directed at them, and since this little newsletter has 
never shied away from being the only one to say what others are thinking, to be the lightning 
rod, that lone voice shouting: “The emperor has no clothes...” - let us take a cold, hard, brutal 
look at the legacy of the late Richard Nelson Williamson. 
 
Bishop Williamson and the Start of The Resistance  
 

Bishop Williamson had been saying that something was wrong at the top of the SSPX for 
some time, and by Easter 2012 conclusive proof had appeared in public that he was right. 
Menzingen, the Headquarters of the SSPX, together with several of the SSPX’s District    
Superiors, was mounting a campaign to become the latest addition to the Indult / Ecclesia Dei 
pantheon, and to convince priests and faithful that this Traditional-Mass-with-permission (as 
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long as you’re well behaved!) approach was the right one. The generals were preparing to 
sign a surrender without telling the troops, as it were. Although this Menzingen propaganda       
campaign lasted weeks if not months and was quite open and public, Bishop Williamson’s 
opposition to it was relatively private. He gave a conference here, a sermon there, he talked 
to people, influential people perhaps, but the closest he came to publicly opposing it was a    
conference at the SSPX retreat centre, St Saviour’s House, Bristol which a layman filmed 
and uploaded to youtube, meaning that the bishop himself could not be said to have been 
responsible (perhaps that was the idea all along?). He also gave, for instance, a conference to 
a group of thirty or so souls after Mass in the church hall at St. Joseph & Padarn’s in North 
London, at which I was present: his “Walrus and the Carpenter” talk. The very grainy record-
ing which I managed to make on my not-very-state-of-the-art phone was lost and then found 
again and uploaded a couple of years late (it is here, if anyone is still interested).  
 

When the SSPX’s General Chapter met in June 2012, Bishop Williamson, one of its forty 
members, was pointedly not invited. Several of those close to him advised him to turn up 
anyway, park his tanks on their lawn so to speak. He had every right to be there and 
“possession is nine tenths of the law,” ran the argument: if they are going to physically bar 
you, with all the bad publicity and bad feeling that will cause, at least force them to do that.  
At least then everyone will see what they are capable of doing. Don’t give in to this sort of 
thing so  easily, don’t give them an easy ride! ...but he could not be prevailed upon and for 
whatever reason, decided not to go.  
 

The General Chapter failed to stand up to the delinquent Superior General and his two com-
plicit assistants, and without a whimper of protest it rubber-stamped his betrayal. At some 
point in the summer of 2012 I asked Bishop Williamson what the solution now was. What 
were we to do? Another Chapter was a full six years off, and if the current one contained 
both liberal yes-men and more old-school members, the intervening six years would give 
even more time for the liberals to stack things in their favour. He replied with a well-known 
line from Virgil: infandum regina iubes renovare dolorem. (...from at the start of Aeneid 
Book II, for those of you who don’t recognise it). He had no solution, in other words, and the 
very question was painful to him. I took it to mean that he didn’t wish to speak about it and 
didn’t press the matter.  
 

During May and June 2012, various priests (Fr. Pfeiffer and Fr. Chazal most notably) had 
been thrown out of the SSPX for saying publicly what Bishop Williamson had been saying 
privately, and for bringing the betrayal of the SSPX and its opposition to a wider audience. 
Bishop Williamson had promised to support them before they made their public stand and in 
many if not most (probably all) cases, it was his private promise of support which gave them 
the courage to stand up and speak out.  
 

These freshly punished priests, together with others who were concerned and wanted to take 
action, planned to gather in August 2012 so as to organise themselves. Bishop Williamson 
withdrew his support at the last minute and said that his reason for doing so was twofold 
Firstly, said he, the General Chapter had been a success, the good guys had defeated the bad 
guys, at least for the time being, so all was back to normal in the SSPX and open resistance 
was to be avoided. Secondly, the SSPX, said he, were going to expel him but they were plan-
ning on making him an offer. That latter point is an important one and we will return to it 
shortly.  
 

The other point to grasp about all of this, is that Bishop Williamson was not saying any of 
these things openly. This was all going on in private. We now know and have the proof,    
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because one of those priests, Fr Joseph Pfeiffer, subsequently made public a voicemail which 
he received from Bishop Williamson in which he backed out of the August 2012 priests’ 
meeting and suggested to him that he too should submit to the SSPX instead and go back to 
the Philippines. Here are the relevant bits. 
 

“[…] The good guys have put, at least for the moment, a serious block in the way of the 
delinquent Bishop Fellay. Now, the immediate danger is to that extent over. The text I 
think will come out, will show that. […] So Bishop Tissier said it was a compromise 
text, he was modest and he said ‘We did our best’ as though he had failed, but in fact it 
looks like he, those guys succeeded as far as they got. They did not succeed in un-
horsing Bishop Fellay which would have been the ideal. But they did at least block him.  
 

Okay. Where does this leave you? Um, it, it, I’m also on the exit ramp, I don’t know yet 
details but I am under the guillotine. Um, don’t, don’t make, don’t solidify plans yet   
for the 7th August. Sketch things out, make things, see what’s necessary, see what’s 
possible, various possibilities, but don’t yet commit me because I, er, I don’t know what 
I’m going to do. I haven’t yet had the alternatives proposed to me but I know that 
there’s going to be a proposition. But, so, er, okay, the proposition will be an amiable 
separation. Now, I’ve got to get the details, and I’m going to have to make a decision. 
Um, but, I don’t yet know what I’m going to do. So don’t yet count on me. Um, there’s 
less necessity for such a meeting because the Society has at least a reprieve, a reprieve 
for perhaps at least a year until, as I said, Fellay will crank up his nonsense again.    
He’s an absolute delinquent. But if he does crank up his nonsense after the very clear, 
apparently, 80% satisfactory text of the Chapter, it’s going to be difficult for him to get, 
work around it. It’s going to be difficult for him to say in just one year it seems       
completely different. And the third world war could easily start between now and then. 
Any moment now, the Third World War, it seems, so, but that’s another question. So 
Father, I would say, think rather of going back to the Philippines …” 
   (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HbdyJJjMXD0&t=2498s) 

 

Let us leave aside for one moment the fact that he seemed to think that the text of the 2012 
General Chapter Declaration was somehow a good thing. Anyone unsure can find it here. It’s 
the one which had attached to it six conditions for being accepted by modern Rome, three of 
which were only “desirable,” remember that? Well perhaps that wasn’t Bishop Williamson’s 
fault, perhaps he hadn’t read it yet, perhaps he had only heard about it from Fr. Paul Morgan 
or some other sympathetic chapter member. 
 

What ought to stand out is this: “I know there’s going to be a proposition.” And this: “I know 
the proposition is going to be an amiable separation.” What exactly did Bishop Williamson 
agree to with the SSPX Superiors? They allowed him to go and live quietly in retirement, that 
much seems evident, and even allowed Fr. Stephen Abraham to go and live with him and be 
his housekeeper. Very well, but that would only have been their end of the deal. What was his 
end of the deal? We cannot know for certain but he does seem to have done everything in his 
power right from ‘day one’ to prevent any kind of organised opposition to the SSPX forming. 
Could that be a mere coincidence? Think about it: what else did he have to offer them?  
 

Just take a moment to let it sink in. Bishop Williamson tells the preacher of the famous “Dog 
Barking” sermon, a priest who arrived in the USA at the start of his holiday visit home to 
discover that he was forbidden from saying Mass in any SSPX chapel in the whole country, 
and who later went on to found most of the Resistance Mass centres in that country, that he 
should go back to his SSPX superiors in the Philippines, that he should accept being muzzled, 
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silenced in other words, never to be heard-from again. In his own words, Bishop Williamson 
admitted that the Resistance priests could not rely on him helping them (“Don’t yet count on 
me…”). Ask yourself - are these the actions of a man who is setting up an organisation to re-
sist the new SSPX, are these the actions of a man who can be considered the founder and lead-
er of the Resistance? Or are they the actions of a man who is trying to stop the Resistance by 
using his influence from within? This one example is not an outlier - every one of his subse-
quent actions was in line with it. He was expelled from the SSPX in October 2012 but did not 
say a single Mass for the Resistance, even privately, until June 2013 and only at the very firm 
insistence of the editor of this newsletter. And when he turned up to say Mass for the         
Resistance for the first ever time in June 2013, he disavowed any responsibility. And from day 
one, he attempted to use what influence he had over the faithful present at the Resistance       
to turn them and send them back in the direction of the SSPX. But he did so surreptitiously,  
sneakily, not in an open and honest way: he did so in such a way that people would leave but 
nobody would connect it with him.  
 

That was 2013. By 2014 he had begun to preach his brand of demoralisation openly in       
sermons. Don’t be too apostolic, he said, because it could cause you to lose the Faith. In order 
to keep the Faith it might be the case that you have to choose to be less apostolic (notice the 
“might” - nice hedge there!) Don’t bother about all this Resistance stuff, said another sermon, 
none of that matters anyway because World War Three is about to break out in the next few 
weeks. At the same time, Eleison Comments said that he was less and lees inclined to give 
anyone the truth or even a true viewpoint and that if a particular layman feels the need to be 
part of the conciliar church, he wouldn’t make any effort to persuade such a person of the  
contrary. We could go on. That was 2014. What happened after that can be found in these  
pages and will doubtless be familiar to many veteran readers.  
 

December 2014 / January 2015 was when a new “Resistance” Mass centre began in London, 
to rival the original one which had already been going for 18 months. He did nothing in 2013 
to help set up the original and for 18 months had only turned up to say Mass “under protest” as 
it were, but suddenly was more than happy to assist this new rival venture. Make of that what 
you will. 2015 was also the year in which he began to promote the New Mass and, as a      
supporting piece of “evidence” on which to rest his new ideas, the Novus Ordo “miracles”. 
His supposed “Traditionalism” quickly unravelled from there. To save time and space, as well 
as sanity, we will summarise all the rest in an article which follows.  
 

 New Bishops 
 

The other thing of course which will be considered by many as Bishop Williamson’s legacy is 
the new bishops whom he consecrated. Superficially, of course, this is true. In general terms it 
is better that there be more bishops than less, the SSPX ought to have consecrated new bishops 
years ago. Beyond that, however, the manner and motivation matter a great deal. The Church 
acts openly and publicly - is this a work of the Church? Are these episcopal consecrations a 
continuation of the work of Archbishop Lefebvre, or do they have a decidedly Wiliamsonian 
character? Remember that Archbishop Lefebvre consecrated all four bishops on the same day, 
at the same ceremony. He told everyone well in advance, priests, faithful and secular media 
alike, so that  as many as possible could be present. And at that event he preached a sermon  
which is magnificent for its simplicity and clarity, explaining what he was doing and why.  
 

Bishop Williamson, by contrast, did nothing and gave no hint of action for more than two 
years. Then suddenly, in March 2015, half way through the third year of his expulsion from 
the SSPX, and when many around the world had given up hoping and asking, he suddenly (so 
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it seemed) decided to consecrate 
a bishop. It was announced at 
very little notice and many could 
not make it, furthermore, it took 
place in rural Brazil. And the 
priest he chose was Fr. Jean-
Michel Faure, a man only one 
year his junior! Let that last fact 
sink in: Bishop Williamson has 
now died. Bishop Faure is now 
in his mid-80s and too infirm to 
travel much outside France. Why 
him? The answer is not the very 
dubious story, put about at the 
time of his consecration, that 
Faure had been originally chosen 
by Archbishop Lefebvre. We even printed it here: we ought to have been more careful. What 
is the source for that story, other than the very man himself, Jean-Michel Faure? And what 
sort of a man would tell such a story about himself? He says that he turned down Archbishop 
Lefebvre “out of humility”..? Really? Does that make even sense? The same “humility”    
didn’t stop him telling the story of how humble he had been though, did it?!  
 

The following year, He consecrated Dom Tomas Aquinas from Brazil. Though not quite as 
old as Faure and Williamson, he was not too far off, still fairly old, however and known to 
suffer from poor health. That was early 2016. Six months or so before this, summer 2015, 
Bishop Williamson had begun his promotion of Novus Ordo miracles and “grace in the New 
Mass.” Many people thought that Dom Tomas Aquinas might stand against this, but alas he 
published a series of articles defending it (entitled: “In Defence of Bishop Williamson”), in 
late 2015. It is surely a complete coincidence that he was chosen for episcopal consecration 
by the very man he had just been defending. Within a few months Bishop Tomas Aquinas 
was persecuting his erstwhile priestly and religious colleague, Fr. Rafael Arizaga OSB, for 
the crime of saying that the New Mass won’t give you grace and you shouldn’t go to it (See, 
for instance, here p.14 ff. and here p.38).  
 

The year after that, 2017, he consecrated Fr Gerardo Zendejas. This priest, at least, was not 
elderly and was not in poor health. That he had a track record of secrecy and nobody was sure 
quite why he had originally left the SSPX or what he stood for did not help, however.  
 

After this there were no more episcopal consecrations for a few years until some time around 
2022 it emerged that he had secretly consecrated Frs. Giacomo Ballini, Paul Morgan and 
Michal Stobnicki. The first two were former SSPX priests. The latter had spent a short 
amount of time as a seminarian of the SSPX before being asked to leave the seminary; not 
much more is known other than that it was Bishop Williamson who had also ordained him to 
the priesthood. Details of these three consecrations are few and far between. Even after the 
death of Bishop Williamson, no footage has emerged of Ballini’s consecration, nor do people 
seem sure of crucial details such as who the witnesses were.  
 

Why did Bishop Williamson string out his episcopal consecrations, performing them one after 
the other in different years, whereas Archbishop Lefebvre did them all in one go? And why 
those priests in particular? And why, increasingly, in secret rather than in public and with       
a prior announcement? One answer, it seems, is that he was using the carrot of access to    
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episcopal sacraments in general, and episcopal consecration in particular, as a means of      
manipulating priests into submitting to his hidden will. There may be another explanation, but 
I have yet to discover it. It just looks downright manipulative, there is no getting away from it. 
Again, this is not what Archbishop Lefebvre did.  
 

The other way in which the consecrations of these new bishops seems to have a decidedly 
Williamsonian character is the motive for doing them. Ask yourself: why? Surely the first  
answer to suggest itself would be “To pass on the episcopacy to a successor,” or something 
similar. Very well. But in that case why would your first candidate be someone only one year 
younger than you? Another reason which one might expect would be to provide an alternative 
to the new SSPX, to convert the modernists or something along those lines. But the man him-
self said clearly that the consecration of Bishop Zendejas “has no ambition either to save or to 
convert either the Newchurch or the Newsociety.” (Eleison Comments 514), and elsewhere he 
told the world that his motive for consecrating those first three new bishops was something 
very akin to territorial jurisdiction: 
 

“As of now the ‘Resistance’ has two in Europe and one in South America. There     
remains a gap in North America. God willing, this coming May 11 Fr. Gerardo 
Zendejas will be consecrated bishop in the Traditional parish of Fr Ronald Ringrose    
in Vienna, Virginia , USA. Please pray for the blessing of Almighty God upon the   
ceremony – and for good weather!” 
  (Eleison Comments #504 “Fourth Bishop”) 
 

The weather, by the way, was atrocious: thunder and lighting together with torrential rain - 
make of that what you will, it is not what is important here. What is important is that he     
appears to be saying that he consecrated these three bishops to be resident in and “cover” or 
“take care of” various continents around the world. Never mind the fact that they will be    
covering those continents for a “Resistance” - his quotation marks, as always! - in which he 
does not believe. He also had the barefaced effrontery to try to implicate Archbishop Lefebvre 
in this, whereas in reality Archbishop Lefebvre pointedly did not consecrate bishops for     
different parts of the world. He chose men with different languages, yes, but he did not      
assign them to continents. Bishop Williamson in the same Eleison Comments also says that 
Archbishop Lefebvre consecrated new bishops in 1988, “...to maintain a Catholic authority 
that would protect God’s Truth” before going on to say that he is doing the same thing. Again, 
this is totally untrue: anyone who is unsure need only read or listen to Archbishop Lefebvre’s 
1988 consecrations sermon, it is all there in black and white.  
 

In summary then, in his own words Bishop Williamson’s motives for consecrating the first 
three bishops, Faure, Tomas Aquinas and Zendejas, were 1. So that each one would have a 
quasi territorial jurisdiction over Europe, South America and North America respectively, and 
2. to give them “authority” with which to “protect truth.” This, despite his insistence that he 
had no authority and could never have any authority. Make of that what you will. And since 
his episcopal consecration, what has Bishop Zendejas used his “authority” for, what “truth” 
has he “protected”? Not the truth about the New Mass, since he accepts fully the new teaching 
that it gives grace even to Traditionalists. Not to defend the authority of the Holy Office prior 
to Vatican II, since he has had nothing to say about the false prophecies, revelations, appari-
tions, devotions and the like which Bishop Williamson has been promoting in recent years. 
Indeed, the man who as a priest famously rebuked the faithful for asking him why he had left 
the SSPX, since becoming a bishop has it seems remained entirely silent: even weddings are 
not allowed to be filmed lest his sermon should appear in a video. And of course, his Mass 
times and locations remain super-secret to this day. So much for his “authority”!  
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In a similar way, regular readers will recall how, when still a priest, Fr. Zendejas made his 
newsletter totally private in late 2015, after large portions of it were quoted here and people 
were invited to take a look at exactly what he actually teaches! This included such gems as: 
the problem with Vatican II is its ambiguity; the good guys won at Vatican II, but then the 
bad guys gained the upper-hand after the Council; speaking of himself, the only thing a priest 
can give the faithful is sacraments (not the Faith?), and that he should stay in one place and 
help only those who help him, and shouldn’t even seek to grow his congregation; and much 
more besides. He also attempted to promote Fr. Stephen Abraham by offering him to the 
faithful in the United States - happily, this offer was rejected. (See  Recusant 40, p.40 ff.).  
 

The case of Fr. - later Bishop - Gerardo Zendejas is interesting for another reason. Time after 
time many of us (myself included) personally witnessed priests who were on the point of 
leaving the SSPX and joining the Resistance being persuaded by Bishop Williamson to stay 
put and not leave the SSPX. He even persuaded one priest, a Fr. Iglesias, who had joined the 
Resistance straight from the Novus Ordo, to return to his conciliar diocese in Spain (“They’re 
good people,” he told him, “they need you.”). Fr. Zendejas was a rare example of a priest 
whom Bishop Williamson sent in the opposite direction. And what did he do, under Bishop 
Williamson’s direction? He turned up at several of the largest and most successful Resistance 
Mass centres, in the part of USA where the Resistance was making the most progress under 
Fr. Pfeiffer and Fr. Hewko, but he turned up without telling these very priests who had estab-
lished those Mass centres and who had been looking after them ever since. He then an-
nounced to those faithful that he was to be their priest from now on and that they should make 
out all donations to him; he got angry with them when they tried to ask him what he stood for, 
why he had left the SSPX, and so forth; he promised them more regular sacraments if they 
accepted him instead and managed to persuade some, but not all, of the faithful to come with 
him, effectively splitting everything in two. He did all this almost certainly with the blessing 
and the advice, and almost certainly at the actual direction of Bishop Williamson and was 
rewarded a couple of years later with a mitre.  
 

All of which is by way of saying that Bishop Williamson’s actions, from day one have been 
those of a man trying to keep the Resistance from establishing itself and growing. Plenty of 
people will not accept it because they do not want to; but to those who have been paying  
attention, there is very little room for any doubt.  
 
The Company You Keep... 
 

One more thing stands out when considering Bishop Williamson’s actions during the last 
decade or so of his life, his role in the Resistance, and it is the thorny issue of child-molesters 
in the priesthood. An unpleasant topic, but it needs to be dealt with. Plenty of people would 
rather forget all about this, for obvious reasons. But anyone seeking to be honest must deal 
with it squarely. 
 

Fr. Stephen Abraham, justly and rightly suspended from all priestly ministry by his SSPX 
superiors, had his suspension taken away by Bishop Williamson in 2014 and has been acting 
publicly as a priest ever since. Bishop Williamson not only remained his housemate until the 
day he died, but he even refused to move into Broadstairs to begin with unless Fr. Abraham 
went to live there with him too. He then systematically denied any and all requests from other 
priests to stay there, even just for a few weeks. All this has been known for some time. But 
there is another priest who in 2014 joined the Resistance in France, a Fr. Philippe Peignot. 
Like Fr. Abraham, Fr. Peignot admitted to the sexual abuse of boys. The history of his      
victims is worse than that of Fr. Abraham and includes Vincent Lambert, as noted here in the 
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previous issue. At the time of this priest’s joining the Resistance, there was only one bishop: 
Richard Nelson Williamson. Is it possible, is it in any way conceivable that he did not have the 
blessing of the latter, or that Bishop Williamson allowed him to join without any knowledge or 
even suspicion of why he had been in trouble with the SSPX? I find that very difficult to be-
lieve. At any rate, he knew all about Fr. Abraham and yet he decided to turn his wrath on any 
faithful who raised concerns with him, even privately. In more recent times, there is the unfor-
tunate case of one Fr. Kerry Moran, dealt with elsewhere.  
 

Three priests in little more than ten years. Is that a coincidence? What is going on? And at 
what point does one have to start asking questions about the man himself, the authority figure 
around whom they seem to gather? Remember also that in his SSPX days, Bishop Williamson 
was the man who ordained and promoted Fr. Carlos Urrutigoity. For those unaware or who 
have forgotten it, the unhappy story is this. Urrutigoity had been a seminarian at the SSPX 
seminary in La Reja, Argentina. In 1989 he was expelled for homosexual behaviour. He was 
then accepted into the SSPX’s North American seminary in Winona, Minnesota, by its then- 
rector, Bishop Williamson. Fr. Andres Morello, the rector of La Reja who had expelled him, 
warned Williamson not to accept Urrutigoity into the seminary and even travelled in  person to 
the USA to try to persuade him not to ordain this man to the priesthood. But ordain him he 
did, and went on to appoint him vice-rector of the seminary. Approximately six years later, 
this deviant priest left the seminary at Winona taking several priests and seminarians with him 
to form an Indult / Ecclesia Dei breakaway, the Society of St. John, where he continued the   
sexual abuse of young men and minors. Evidently, had Fr. Morello’s will prevailed, and not 
that of Bishop Williamson, there would never have been a Society of St John, nor any of the 
horrific homo/paedo scandals which emerged from it a decade or so after it was founded.  
 

All of which is circumstantial evidence, yes. There is no smoking gun to prove that he was, for 
example, at the centre of a network of perverts. But because it does not reflect well on him, it 
will be doggedly ignored by his adoring fans. In a similar “circumstantial” category is this 
interesting quote from a 2009 interview with the old lady who had been Richard Williamson’s 
nanny when he was a boy: 
 

“ ‘Mrs Williamson was a fine woman and a very talented pianist but she had very 
strong opinions about things, just like Richard, I suppose,’ says Mrs Andrews. 
‘Frankly, I didn’t think he took much notice of what was going on with his father and 
brother at work. He was thinking of becoming a priest by this time and was mostly in a 
little world of his own. He was the best looking of the three brothers, but there was 
never a girlfriend. To be honest, I thought he was gay.’ ” 

(https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1137162/Does-outcast-bishop-denies-Holocaust-
grudge-M-S.html) 

 

Make of that what you will - on its own, any one piece of circumstantial evidence proves  
nothing, but it is one which nobody will dare mention, if they even remember it at all. But 
please note - evidence does not constitute proof. At present we cannot know the truth for cer-
tain, just as with all the details about his deliberate subversion of the Resistance. Was it really 
Fr. Ramon Angles who was his handler, the sinister  SSPX priest who remained his firm friend 
and whom he addressed as “Maestro!”..? Perhaps we will never know for certain. But equally, 
we should not just look away and pretend not to have noticed, merely because it suggests un-
pleasant possibilities which we would rather not think about. And in any case, as has been 
emphasised here again and again, sound doctrine is what matters most. And thus it is Bishop 
Williamson’s false teaching which ought to trouble us far more than the man himself. Regard-
ing Bishop Williamson’s teaching, please refer to the article which follows on page18 and 
treat the matter with the seriousness which it deserves. 

(Continued on p.12...) 

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1137162/Does-outcast-bishop-denies-Holocaust-grudge-M-S.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1137162/Does-outcast-bishop-denies-Holocaust-grudge-M-S.html
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2015-2017:  An Episcopal Legacy? 
 

1. Jean-Michel Faure 
 

Member of the 2012 SSPX 
General Chapter, he signed 
the 2012 General Chapter 

Statement and its “Six Conditions” for an 
SSPX surrender to modernist Rome; 
 

Aged only one year younger than Bishop 
Williamson;  
 

Publicly defended the renewed ministry 
of Fr Stephen Abraham despite having 
been apprised personally of all the facts; 
 

Defended Bp.W’s New Mass teaching; 
 

Founded the ‘SAJM’ priestly society, 
with a constitution which reads like he 
were giving himself ordinary jurisdiction, 
 

Disturbing allegations exist from former 
Latin American priestly colleagues    
regarding Jewish ancestry & subversive 
activities in the SSPX, which he denies; 
 

Consecrated by Bp. Williamson in 2015 

 

2. Tomas Aquinas 
 

SSPX Benedictine; 
founder and Superior of 
Santa Cruz monastery, 
Brazil 
 

Slightly younger, but 
not young and not in 
good health; 
 

In the weeks leading up to his episcopal 
consecration, he published “In defence   
of Bishop Williamson” which mainly 
defends his teaching on the New Mass; 
 

Told Fr Rafael: “Disagreeing with Bishop 
Williamson has consequences!” and then 
forbade faithful to have any contact with 
him or for him to set foot in Santa Cruz; 
 

Told Irish faithful he could not come to 
confirm them because he needed Bishop 
Williamson’s permission first; 
 

Consecrated by Bp. Williamson in 2016 

 

3. Gerardo Zendejas 
 

Youngest of the three; former SSPX priest of the United States District, 
although of Mexican nationality; 
 

Entered the Resistance by trying to take over already established centres, 
appealing to the faithful over the heads of their priests, offering them 
more regular sacraments to entice them away; 
 

Refused to clarify why he had left SSPX, what he stood for or why he was 
now with the Resistance; told the faithful to mind their own business; has 

shown a complete lack of basic honesty or candour to this day; 
 

Taught his faithful that the crisis in the church is due to enemy occupying positions of 
power after the Council, i.e. not from the Council itself; 
 

His newsletter, along with his Mass times and locations remain top secret to this day; 
 

Bought several multi-million-dollar properties; where he got the money is unclear; 
 

Told the press that he does not want his congregation / apostolate to grow in numbers; 
 

Tried to get some of his faithful to accept Fr. Stephen Abraham, but they refused; 
 

Consecrated by Bp. Williamson in 2017 
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2022: ...Three More (Secret!) Consecrations 
 

4. Paul Morgan 
 

Fr. Stephen Abraham’s 
SSPX superior in the 
Philippines when the first 
accusation was made; 
 

District Superior of Great 
Britain 2003-2015, i.e. the period covering 
the first two-and-a-half years when the 
Resistance apostolate began here; he told 
the faithful to stay away from Resistance 
Masses (many of which back then were 
said by Bishop Williamson, ironically);  
 

SSPX General Chapter member in 2012, 
he signed the 2012 General Chapter State-
ment and its “Six Conditions” for an 
SSPX surrender to modernist Rome; 
 

Banned The Recusant newsletter from all 
SSPX properties (even though back then it 
supported Bishop Williamson, ironically, 
and Fr Morgan himself secretly read it!) 
 

When his clerical career tanked post-2016, 
he left the SSPX and reinvented himself as 
a ‘Resistance’ priest with no explanation; 
 

Consecrated by Bp. Williamson in 2022; 

 

5. Giacomo 
Ballini 

 

SSPX priest, ordained  
in 2011 at Écône and 
sent first to England; 
transferred to Ireland a 
couple of years later; 
left the SSPX in 2015 
and set up on his own   
in Cork, purchasing a 
priory and chapel with his own money;  
 

When Fr. Pfeiffer and Fr. Hewko visited 
him in 2016, he was less-than-friendly 
towards them; no further contact was had; 
 

Some of his faithful left him because he 
would preach a sermon against the New 
Mass one week and then invited Bishop 
Williamson for confirmations the next; 
 

Told Fr. Hewko in private that he was 
against Bishop Williamson’s teaching;  
 

Took part in Bishop Williamson’s requi-
em and brought his faithful with him too; 
 

Consecrated by Bp. Williamson in secret 
in 2021 - exact details remain unclear; 

 

6. Michal Stobnicki 
 

The only one not to have been an SSPX priest, he 
spent a year-and-a-half at SSPX seminary in 
Zaitskofen; asked to leave in his second year; 
 

Never attended seminary again; instead says that 
he studied (secular) law and worked as a lawyer while completing studies at a distance 
with a priest of the Good Shepherd Institute and a sedevacantist bishop; 
 

Consecrated a bishop after only five years as a priest, the exact minimum amount of 
time, and at the age of 34, below the minimum age of 35 for becoming a bishop; 
 

Gave an interview after his episcopal consecration in which he constantly refers to 
Pope Francis as “the Argentine Jesuit.”  
 

Little else known; like Bishops Zendejas and Morgan, his apostolate is kept secret, 
details are for those in-the-know only, because he believes “we have to be discreet”; 
 

Ordained priest by Bishop Williamson in 2017; consecrated bishop by him in 2022; 
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What about Bishop Tissier? 
 

Well, he at least didn’t promote child-molesting pederasts, as far as we 
know. Nor did he spend his final years on earth promoting the New 
Mass across the globe. But let’s be honest, that’s setting the bar pretty 
low. A son of Archbishop Lefebvre ought to be expected to act like 
Archbishop Lefebvre, and Archbishop Lefebvre set the bar pretty high.  
 

Like his episcopal colleague, Bishop Tissier started out faithful to the 
legacy of Archbishop Lefebvre, but appeared to weaken alarmingly 
towards the end of his life. In the days before 2012 he was known as 
being, if anything, more of a “hard liner” than Bishop Williamson.    
He consistently referred to Rome and the Novus Ordo bishops and  
cardinals as “the conciliar sect”. Then of course, there was his famous 2006 interview with 
The Remnant, where he went as far as interrupting his own interview to rebuke the interview-
er, Stephen Heiner, telling him that he hadn’t asked the right questions (the last thing he 
asked him about was something to do with validity, interestingly enough!), before going on  
to talk about the heresies of Benedict XVI (“worse than Luther, much worse!”), rejecting  
sedevacantism (“No, no, no, no.  He is the Pope … Ecclesia supplet. The Church supplies. It 
is even in the code of canon law: ‘in case of doubt, the Church supplies the executive power.’ 
He is the Pope”), and saying that Vatican II can “absolutely not” be interpreted “in the light 
of Tradition”:  
 

“No, we would read the Council in the light of the ‘new philosophy.’  Yes, that is     
the real “light” (chuckles).  That is the only “light” by which you can read it. … You 
cannot read Vatican II as a Catholic work.  It is based on the philosophy of  Immanuel 
Kant. … One day the Church should erase this Council. She will not speak of it      
anymore. She must forget it.”  
    (https://www.remnantnewspaper.com/Archives/archive-2006-0430-tissier.htm) 

 

The whole interview is well worth a read. The old version of Bishop Tissier, Bishop Tissier 
as he used to be represents everything we of the Resistance stand for today infinitely better 
than the modern SSPX of today. 
 

Even as the disaster loomed and SSPX encountered the denouement of years of subversion, 
the thinking of this bishop, although perhaps in hindsight it had already begun to soften a 
little, appeared to be as uncompromising as it always had been, leading many to hope that he 
would be the one to step in and do something. In April 2012, along with Bishop de Galarreta, 
he added his name to Bishop Williamson’s letter to the three SSPX Superiors. On Trinity   
Sunday he preached a sermon in St Nicolas du Chardonnet in which he contradicted outright 
a recent article by Fr Iscara on the US District website (St Basil’s Economy of Silence) and 
insisted on the need to profess the Catholic Faith loud and clear, refusing even ambiguity: 
 

“So, St. Basil didn't use ambiguous expressions with those who wanted to return to the 
Church. He demanded that they profess the entire Catholic Faith but using a gentler 
way of saying it. He was not willing to sign ambiguous texts, dear faithful. That’s 
what we must do today. We must refuse ambiguous texts, continue to condemn error 
and to correctly profess the Catholic Faith. When the Conciliarists come back,         
one day, in twenty five years, repenting of the council, when they see the ongoing  
catastrophes, the empty seminaries, the churches in ruins, apostasy everywhere,     
immorality everywhere, then they will repent deeply. When they do, when they begin 
to come back, full of repentance we can use “gentle” expressions to help them. But not 

www.TheRecusant.com 

(...continued from p.8) 
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now! The crisis is in full swing, now we have to be firm and condemn the errors of the 
council, especially the denial of Christ the King, the refusal of Christ the King. That, 
dear faithful, is our plan of action. There's no point in deceiving ourselves, there’s no 
way the crisis is almost over, the crisis is far from being over, the fight is going to last a 
long time and so we need to get organised, to last out and to continue to profess the 
whole Catholic Faith in full confidence in the power of Our Lord Jesus Christ. ” 

(https://web.archive.org/web/20130412193604/http://www.sspx.co.uk/attachments/
article/420/Bishop%20Bernard%20Tissier%20de%20Mallerais.pdf) 

 

Not long after, in June 2012, he gave an interview to Jerome Bourbon, editor of the French 
magazine Rivarol. Once again, it is well worth a read and represents a useful reminder of what 
the SSPX used to stand for before its subversion: 
 

“They made a new religion that is not the Catholic religion. We want no compromise 
with this religion, no risk of corruption, not even any appearance of reconciliation, and 
it is this appearance that we would give with our so called ‘regularization.’ ” 

 

Regarding the burning question of the SSPX being “regularised” by modernist Rome, he had 
the following to say: 
 

“One would wish to place our lamp under the bushel for our integration in the Conciliar 
world.  … The irregularity is not ours. It is that of Rome. A Modernist Rome. A Liberal 
Rome that has renounced Christ the King. A Rome that had been condemned in ad-
vance by all Popes up until the eve of the Council. On the other hand, the experience of 
the priestly societies that have joined current Rome is that all, one after the other,    
including Campos and the Good Shepherd Institute, have been constrained to accept 
the Vatican II Council. And we know what has become of Bp. Rifan, of Campos, who 
now has no objection to celebrating the new mass and who has forbidden his priests 
from criticizing the Council! 
 

We refuse a purely practical agreement because the doctrinal question is fundamental. 
Faith comes before legality. We cannot accept a legalization without the problem of the 
faith being solved.  
. . . 

I would like us to produce a text that, renouncing diplomatic subterfuges, clearly     
affirms our faith and, consequently, our rejection of the conciliar errors. This pro-
clamation would have the advantage, first, of saying the truth openly to Pope Benedict 
XVI, who is the first to have the right to the truth, and second to restore the unity of the 
Catholics of Tradition around a combative and unequivocal profession of faith.” 
    (https://www.therecusant.com/2012-tissier-rivarol) 
  

But alas, it was not to be. Several such texts were produced, but not by the SSPX - rather by 
various gatherings and conventions of priests who had been expelled for speaking exactly the 
same way as the bishop. Re-read those early Open Letters, Declarations and the like, from 
2012, 2013 and 2014 and look in vain for this bishop’s name: you won’t find it, it isn’t there. 
Bishop Tissier did not support those priests, he ignored them and left them to their fate.  
 

Those who do not act as they believe will end up believing as they act. Plenty of priests     
secretly supported the Resistance in its early years from a place of material comfort inside the 
SSPX; nowadays they agree wholeheartedly with the new SSPX and condemn the Resistance. 
That Bernard Tissier de Mallerais proved no exception to this rule should surprise no one. It 
did not happen immediately, but it did happen. On 1st January 2015 he preached a “good” 
sermon in Chicago (reproduced in Recusant 26) which said all the right things for 2012 but 
ignored everything which had happened since and left many with the impression of a man 

https://web.archive.org/web/20130412193604/http:/www.sspx.co.uk/attachments/article/420/Bishop%20Bernard%20Tissier%20de%20Mallerais.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20130412193604/http:/www.sspx.co.uk/attachments/article/420/Bishop%20Bernard%20Tissier%20de%20Mallerais.pdf
https://www.therecusant.com/2012-tissier-rivarol
https://www.stmaryskssspxmc.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/The_Recusant_Issue_26_May_2015.pdf
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living in denial. It was as though there had never been a 
Doctrinal Declaration which accepted Vatican II and the 
New Mass, no mass punishment of priests and no 2012 
General Chapter with its “Six Conditions” for cuddling up 
to the men who have been destroying the Church. Only a 
few weeks after this sermon, the Argentine government 
officially recognised the SSPX as Catholic because the con-
ciliar hierarchy there (Pope Francis’s old archdiocese,    
remember) had vouched for the SSPX. Within the SSPX 
liberalism also continued to run rampant. By May 2015 the 
French district was promoting the 1965 missal among its 
priest-friends and Bishop Fellay used his Letter to Friends 
and Benefactors to encourage everyone to participate in the 
‘Year of Mercy.’  
 

At the start of the summer, Fr. Pfeiffer and Fr. Hewko met the bishop and spoke to him, and 
only because they managed to visit his priory at a time when the SSPX prior (his ‘prison  
warden’ as it were!) was out. He was very polite and charming, but no more than that and 
they left, in effect, empty handed. Following this visit it became even harder for people to 
make contact with the bishop, and he went from rarely being heard in public to being totally 
silent. At the end of the summer 2015, Pope Francis announced that he was granting ordinary 
jurisdiction to the SSPX as part of his ‘Year of Mercy’ and the SSPX officially expressed its 
gratitude. In the summer of 2020, he was moved from Chicago back to Écône. A little while 
after that, a letter from Fr. Hewko was hand-delivered to him at an SSPX chapel where he had 
just done confirmations. When he learned who it was from, he made a rude gesture and    
discarded it. He left no doubt about where his loyalties lay. 
 

When did the change happen? When did Bishop Tissier go from “resisting from within” to 
actually agreeing with the new SSPX and its newfound home within the conciliar pantheon? 
It is difficult to say precisely. In March 2016, he gave an interview to the French District 
website La Porte Latine, in which he ended up sounding just like Bishop Fellay, telling the 
world that:  
 

“It became clear, in May and June 2012, that Benedict XVI still required as a condi-
tion, as he had said plainly at the start, that we accept the Council and the legitimacy 
of the reforms. It was a failure.  But now there is very clearly a disposition on Pope 
Francis’ side to recognize us without these conditions. We say ‘Prudence!’ For things 
are moving and progress is still needed.  
 

Archbishop Lefebvre never laid down as a condition for us to be recognized by Rome 
that Rome abandon the errors and the conciliar reforms. Even if he did say something 
like that to Andre Cagnon in 1990, he would never have done so, because that was 
never his line of conduct, his strategy with modernist Rome.  
 

Archbishop Lefebvre requested with acumen ‘that we at least be tolerated’: ‘this 
would be a major advance,’ he said. And ‘that we be recognized as we are,’ that is, 
with our practice that follows from our doctrinal positions. Well, today we see in 
Rome a disposition to bear our existence and our theoretical and practical positions. I 
say ‘bear’ because one tolerates evil! Already, doctrinally, they no longer force us to 
admit ‘the whole Council’ or religious liberty; some of the errors we denounce are on 
the point of being considered by our interlocutors as open for free discussion, or     
continued debate. This is progress.” 
    (https://sspx.org/en/news/bishop-tissier-interview-la-porte-latine-6981) 

www.TheRecusant.com 
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In case anyone has any doubts, that is utter nonsense. One has only to read any one of the 
three interviews Archbishop Lefebvre gave to Fideliter between 1988 and 1991, or indeed the 
first few pages of his book Spiritual Journey to see that the Archbishop Lefebvre which     
Tissier is talking about here is little more than a fictional character! There are plenty of ways 
to prove how false Bishop Tissier’s words are, not least Bishop Tissier’s own words from  past 
years, including his January 2015 Chicago sermon, mentioned above: 
 

“Be sure, my dear faithful, be sure there is no question of making any compromise  
between the Society of St. Pius X and the occupying powers of the church. We never 
will draw [the Society of] St. Pius X to the new religion. St. Pius X would not have 
accepted to be reconciled with the new religion! So, be sure, there will be no compro-
mise, with the powers occupying the church.” 
    (https://web.archive.org/web/20171025121627/http://www.therecusant.com/tissier-1jan2015 
     Audio available here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uqRd7914Jb0) 
    

Spot the difference! 
 

So much for his words. As to his deeds, 
Bishop Tissier de Mallerais continued as a 
bishop of the SSPX, ordaining priests at 
SSPX seminaries and confirming faithful at 
SSPX chapels. In October 2023 there   
appeared a video of SSPX confirmations in 
Florida which took place in a Novus Ordo 
parish church, one still in use by the local 
conciliar diocese. Who was the bishop 
whom the SSPX had sent to administer 
confirmations and say Mass in this Novus 
Ordo parish? That’s right: the very same 
Bernard Tissier de Mallerais. Such a thing would have been unthinkable in years past.  
 

That is what he did and said in public. In private, he appears to have worked actively to turn 
souls away from the Resistance and proved useful to the SSPX leadership in keeping priests 
and faithful ‘on board’ who might otherwise have stood up and openly opposed them.  
 

Final Verdict? 
 

Posterity will be the judge, but I do not think it will judge either of these two bishops with any 
great kindness. They were given an inestimable legacy by Archbishop Lefebvre: first and fore-
most the Catholic Faith and a personal example of how to profess it against modern errors, 
loud and clear. And secondly, of course, the sacrament of holy orders in the form of episcopal 
consecration. Tradidi Quod Et Accepi - Archbishop Lefebvre took what he had himself      
received and handed it on to these two. What did they do with it? Did they hand it on in turn?  
 

Bernard Tissier de Mallerais failed hand on the episcopal holy orders he had received from 
Archbishop Lefebvre and failed to hand on the Faith he had received from him as well. 
 

Richard Nelson Williamson did hand on the holy orders he had received from Archbishop 
Lefebvre but failed to hand on the Faith he had received from him.  
 

What use are holy orders without the Faith? Or are sacraments what matter most now?       
Anyone in doubt should give our article on p.32 his careful consideration. As for these two 
bishops, they remind one of Fulton Sheen. He was good before the crisis, but when the great 
upheaval came he failed to rise to the challenge and consequently he ended badly. Pray for 
their souls, but do not be misled by their bad example. Requiescant in pace. 
 
 

https://web.archive.org/web/20171025121627/http:/www.therecusant.com/tissier-1jan2015
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uqRd7914Jb0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MixKe7-0WY0
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Participation in Another’s Guilt 
 

With the death of the delinquent Bishop Williamson, subverter of Tradition, many are already 
asking about the six bishops whom he consecrated, particularly the last three: Ballini, Morgan 
and Stobnicki. My brief advice would be: don’t go getting your hopes up. First of all, there is 
the fact that he chose them each individually to be made bishops. Taken together with the fact 
that he secretly valued personal loyalty above all else (anyone who knew him knows that), 
one must ask, really, is there any chance at all that he would have chosen any of them had he 
thought that there was the tiniest risk of them turning out to be another Archbishop Lefebvre? 
I think not. Beyond that, it is true that they have not been zealously and evangelically        
promoting the grace in the New Mass and the bogus “miracles” all over the world like he did, 
but that is not enough. One does not have to actually give voice to an error or scandal in order 
to help spread it: all that is needed is that one fail to raise one’s voice to condemn it.  
 

Or let us put it another way. The Penny Catechism is the English equivalent of the Baltimore 
Catechism. It was published with Imprimatur and Nihil Obstat from Westminster Arch-
diocese and its last edition was 1973 before it disappeared altogether from parishes all over 
the country. There was a very similar catechism in use in Ireland. Generations of Catholic 
school children before the Council were made to learn it by heart and to say the answers to 
the questions out loud from memory. One of the later questions asks about participating in the 
sin of another. Here is what it says: 
 

“We may either cause or share the guilt of another’s sin in nine ways: 
  1. By counsel  
  2. By command  
  3. By consent  
  4. By provocation  
  5. By Praise or Flattery  
  6. By concealment  
  7. By being a partner  
  8. By silence  
  9. By defending the ill done.” 

 

Now tell me that those new Willliamsonian Bishops are somehow nothing at all to do with 
the man who consecrated them. Everyone associates them automatically with the man who 
made them bishops, and they know it. And they did nothing to stop the spread of his errors. 
 

Counsel and command probably don’t apply to them: I don’t think any of them told him to do 
it or advised him how best to do it. “Consent” means giving one’s permission, for instance. It 
is perhaps not the most relevant of them. “Provocation” is self-evident and not super relevant 
here either. But “Praise or Flattery” is an interesting one. Who knows how many priests and    
bishops of the Fake Resistance, laity too, ought to do a serious bit of soul searching over that 
one. Bishop Williamson was, in my experience, constantly surrounded by flatterers; it was 
people prepared to disagree with him to his face and risk his ire who were in short supply. 
Had more of his “friends” and groupies stood up to him, perhaps he wouldn’t have been quite 
so delinquent. How many people even realise that flattery makes you share in another’s guilt? 
 

“Concealment” -  has this priest, that bishop, or the other layman been telling people that Fr. 
Abraham did nothing wrong, that he is innocent, it’s all lies invented by the wicked, evil   
editor of The Recusant, and so forth? What about a priest who knows that some of his faithful 
are mistakenly fans and supporters of Bishop Williamson and does nothing to put them right, 
is he not concealing Bishop Williamson’s errors and evils from them? In which case, how 
does he not share in the guilt? Fr. Brendan King, Bishop Ballini, I’m looking at you. I recall 

www.TheRecusant.com 
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clearly Fr. Francois Chazal telling me that he was “covering his father’s nakedness” by saying 
nothing about the errors and scandals of Bishop Williamson. In reality of course, what he was 
doing was concealing them out of self-interest in much the same way as many an SSPX priest 
chose to “cover” Bishop Fellay’s “nakedness” in 2012 out of self-interest; or indeed as a    
Fraternity of St. Peter priest will “cover” the “nakedness” of his local bishop or the Pope.  
 

“Silence” is the one to which I was referring a moment ago: it is the same as that famous   
saying of Pope St. Felix III, that: “Not to oppose error is to approve it; and not to defend truth 
is to suppress it; and indeed to neglect to confound evil men, when we can do it, is no less a 
sin than to encourage them.” All six bishops, every priest, even a layman if he has any voice 
or influence be it ever so slight, if he did not raise his voice against Bishop Wiliamson’s       
monstrosities - how is he not thereby guilty of the same himself?  
 

“Defending the evil done” - that’s right: if someone does an evil thing and you had nothing to 
do with it, you weren’t in the country at the time, you weren’t even born yet, but you later go 
on to defend it, then you share in the guilt of it. Let that sink in. Anyone who tried to defend 
Bishop Williamson following Mahopac in July 2015 has been defending the evil done. Sean 
Johnson, Hugh Akins, I’m looking at you. Just as anyone who knew about Fr. Abraham and 
defended his going back into public circulation has been defending the evil done - how do they 
not share in the guilt? Fr. Francois Pivert, I’m looking at you.  
 

Plenty of priests stayed silent, concealed and/or defended Bishop Williamson’s evils out of 
self interest. “I’ve got a bishop and you haven’t, so there!” I witnessed Fr. Chazal tell Fr. 
Pfeiffer and Fr. Hewko in 2016. Well, they may have gained the sacraments of confirmation 
and holy orders, holy oils, the comfort of “having a bishop” or may even have become bishops 
themselves; but at what price? We are never allowed to do evil that good may come of it. 
 

Oremus pro Pontifice Nostro… 
 

The other person whose bad example we must not allow to mislead us, is of course Pope  
Francis. On 21st April, he went to his eternal reward. Requiescat in pace. We have a duty to 
pray even for our enemies, hence it really ought not need to be said that we should pray for his 
soul too. Don’t worry, if it turns out that he can’t benefit from your prayers, someone else will 
benefit from them and will no doubt be extremely grateful to you for them.  
 

And at the same time, it is surely our duty also to pray and do penance for the upcoming    
conclave. No, I don’t hold out much hope either. No, I can’t see how it won’t be another total 
whacky modernist, and in all likelihood someone far worse even than Francis. But imagine 
praying for something only if you thought the outcome likely to happen anyway. With God all 
things are possible: people have sudden conversions of heart, hopeless situations turn into  
victories, restorations occur when all seems lost... But perhaps things need to get worse before 
they can get better. We will see. Indeed, one is tempted to wonder whether a “conservative” 
looking Pope would be worse, because then he would manage to reconcile more people to the 
conciliar church. Remember that Pope Francis was a modernist who looked like a modernist; 
Benedict XVI was a modernist who looked like a Traditionalist. Which is the more danger-
ous? In the end, of course, it depends on what Our Lord wants to happen and what He allows 
to happen, but we should do our bit and have confidence that prayer is always heard.  
 

[Update - after a determined effort on the part of Resistance faithful praying for the  intention 
of the conclave, Francis has been replaced it seems by Leo XIV Oremus pro pontifice nostro 
Leone. The same applies: don’t get your hopes up, but do pray.] In the meantime, let me close 
by wishing a Happy Easter to all our readers, friend and foe alike.  
 
 
 

       - The Editor 
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This has all been covered here before: a lot of work went into documenting and organising it for 
ease of reference. Those interested may wish to see, for instance, Issue 29 p.8; Issue 40, p.44; 
Issue 33 p.18 & p.25; or Issue 57 p.20. All the words quoted below are public and can be found 
online in videos of Bishop Williamson’s sermons and conferences, or in ‘Eleison Comments.’ 
 

Bishop Williamson’s Teaching: 
Vatican II inside the Resistance 

 

So many wrong, misleading or dangerous ideas have been propagated by Bishop Williamson 
over the past  decade or more, that it can be a little difficult to remember them all, much less to 
make some kind of coherent sense of them. Let us therefore try to organise them by theme. The 
four most easily identifiable categories seem to be: 
 

1. No More Structure, No More Authority  
 

2. Trad- Religious Liberty 
 

3. Trad- Ecumenism 
 

4. The New Mass 
 

1. No More Structure or Authority 
 
“I think - I may be wrong - that [God] wants a loose network of independent pockets   
of Resistance, gathered around the Mass, freely contacting one another, but with no 
structure of false obedience [i.e. no structure] such as served to sink the mainstream 
Church in the 1960’s, and is now sinking the Society of St Pius X.”  
    - Eleison Comments 277 
 
“It is not clear that the present need is to rebuild a classic Congregation or Seminary. 
Both may be somehow out-dated.”    
    - Eleison Comments 278 
 
“But God is God, and for the salvation of souls tomorrow it may be that he will no  
longer resort to the classical congregation or seminary of yesterday.”  
    - Ibid. 
 
“Again I am being urged by a valiant participant in today’s Catholic “Resistance” to put  
myself at the head of it. … But God gave the dying breath of true Church authority to 
Archbishop Lefebvre…  ‘The wide diversity of opinion amongst Resistance priests  
confuses the laity.’ But to control opinions requires authority (see above). ...  ‘There is 
no Church without a head or hierarchy. God wants us organized.’ Normally indeed 
there is no Church without head or hierarchy, but modern man has created an abnormal 
situation.”  
    - Eleison Comments 311 
 
“Don’t be under any illusion: it’s not going to be me who puts together a new SSPX. 
No way! The time for that is over. Put away your toys everybody and get with it. Grow 
up! ”  
    - St. Catherine’s, Ontario, Canada,  5th Nov. 2014 
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“I envisage [myself as] being little more than father, adviser and friend for any souls 
calling for a bishop’s leadership and support.”  
    - Eleison Comments 307 
 
“Even if all the laity want to obey me, even if all the priests want to obey me … I 
don’t have authority. I cannot have authority. Friendship, advice, contact, support: no      
problem. Authority: problem. Can you imagine that commanding resistant priests is 
like herding cats, can you imagine? In which case, is it worth trying if it is bound to 
fail?”   
    - June 2014, Post Falls, Idaho USA 
 
“In the early 21st century there seems to me to be just not enough Catholic straw left 
to make a Catholic brick like the SSPX of the late 20th century.”   
    - Eleison Comments 311 
 
 “Dear Father, thank you for this email, as for the letter of attestation which arrived  
separately and which I have read. […] I do sympathise with your desire to have    
Boniface ordained, but into what structure would he be incorporated? […] In Latin 
they say nobody is bound to do the impossible – nemo ad impossibile tenetur. In   
today’s situation it may be impossible for you or for him to do more than you are  
already doing. Patience. … For myself I am already very busy, probably too busy, 
distracted by the chaos. I honestly do not see my way to extending my apostolate to 
Nigeria. I am very sorry if this disappoints you…” 
    - Reply to Fr. John Bosco Ohadugha, 27th Jan. 2016 
 
“Without the Pope you can't be Catholic in any way. ... In our time, authority is dis-
solved. So, to structure a resistance with authority and obedience and superiors, don’t 
hope for it. … The time for structures is past. What, what's he saying? The time for 
structures is yesterday!” 
    - Consecration sermon in Brazil, 19th March, 2016 
 
 “Today the situation is so bad that I don’t think a structure or organisation, I, my 
opinion is that a structure or an organisation can’t be put together. It’s too late.” 
    - Sermon in St Paul, Minnesota, USA 25th May, 2016  
 
“The resistant groups, the resistants - a - n - t - s - and I very much prefer the expres-
sion ‘resistants’ to the expression ‘resistance’ … I very much believe in the resistants, 
I’m not sure I believe in the Resistance.” 
    - June 2014, Post Falls, Idaho 
 
“[Question:] Something is bothering me. On [the website] ‘Non Possumus,’ it was 
announced that Mons. Faure, has founded a congregation. You, however, had said at 
the episcopal consecration of Dom Tomas, that that was not the intention. For no one 
in the resistance has ordinary jurisdiction which diocesan bishops have.  
[Bishop Williamson:] For myself I have until now thought that a new Congregation 
was neither necessary, nor probably possible. But [Bishop Faure and his seminary]…
needed, sooner or later, a structure to belong to. It is in fact sooner, i.e. now, rather 
than later, because a rival structure was coming on the scene...” 
    - Interview with Radio Cristianidad, 12th Sept, 2016 

 

Bishop Williamson’s Teaching 

www.TheRecusant.com 



Page 20 Bishop Williamson’s Teaching 
 

 2. Trad- Religious Liberty 
 

“At present I am more and more disinclined to impose even a true viewpoint on       
anybody.”   
    - Eleison Comments 420 
 

“The essential principle is: do whatever you need to do to keep the Faith. ... You must 
work it out for yourselves. Any other question?”  
    - Mahopac, New York, 28th June, 2015 
 

“We are not converting the [conciliar] church, we are not converting the Society. It’s 
beyond us. … If nobody is interested in us, that’s not a bad thing. … And so I don’t 
think we need to be too concerned to bring souls towards us because people just don't 
understand today. They don’t have ears to hear.” 
    - Banquet speech after consecration, Vienna Virginia, May 2017 
 

“I do not say to everybody inside the Novus Ordo, priests and laity, I don’t say: 
‘You’ve got to get out!’ ”  
    - St. Catherine’s, Ontario, 5th November 2014 
 

“Therefore, it seems to me, if James is convinced that to save his soul he must stay in 
the Newchurch, I need not hammer him to get out of it. If Clare is persuaded that there 
is no grave problem within the Society of St. Pius X, I need not ram down her throat 
why there is. And if John can see no way to keep the Faith without believing that       
the See of Rome is vacant, I need urge upon him no more than that that belief is not 
obligatory.”  
    - Eleison Comments 348 
 

“While the new religion is false, it’s dangerous, it strangles grace and it’s helping many 
people to lose the Faith: at the same time, there are still cases where it can be used and 
is used still to build the Faith.” 
    - Mahopac, New York, 28th June, 2015 
 

“Therefore I will not say every single person must stay away from every single Novus 
Ordo Mass. If they can trust their own judgement that attending this [Novus Ordo] 
Mass will do more good than harm spiritually... [shrug] ...The rule of thumb is and will 
remain: stay away from the Novus Ordo Mass. But, exceptionally - the wise thing 
would probably be to say in private to this or that person, but here I am saying it in 
public, that may be foolish …” 
    - Mahopac, New York, 28th June, 2015 
 

“[Question:] Regarding the poem ‘Man of God’ [sic], it’s on the Index or forbidden. 
What is the explanation for that?  
[Bishop Williamson:] My answer is that in the 1950s, the officials in Rome were     
already close to Vatican II. That’s my answer. I’ve not studied that question. […] And I 
think the devil was in the Holy Office at that time. It says that the story is romanced, 
that’s one thing that the Holy Office says. I don’t find that the case.  […] I read it and I 
don’t bother too much about - I don’t know all the background details. I get so much 
out of it myself that I’m not worried about it, you know.” 
    - Emmett, Kansas, 26th May, 2016 
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 3. Trad- Ecumenism 
 

“Therefore, in my opinion, be content to attend the least contaminated Tridentine 
Mass that there is anywhere near you.”   
    - Eleison Comments 505 

 

“My dear friends, dear Fr. Zendejas,  It’s a great pleasure to be back in Louisville, to 
be able to bring you the sacrament of confirmation. I think Fr. Bitzer is still sane and I 
think he thinks I’m still sane...”  [N.B. Fr. Bitzer’s chapel is Feeneyite] 
    - Louisville, Kentucky, 25th May, 2016 

 

“You’ve got to do what you can. God doesn’t ask the impossible. He does ask the 
possible. The sedevacantist Mass is available. It’s close enough, and so - is it a devout 
priest? Is he a raving madman? Does he have the Faith? Sedevacantism is dangerous. 
But if there’s no other Mass available, I wouldn’t exclude attending it.” 
    - Houston, Texas, 25th Sept, 2016 
 
“[Sedevacantism] is dangerous precisely because it can be the beginning of a slide   
towards losing the Faith. … Now if a Catholic needs to hold that opinion in order not 
to lose his Catholic Faith, let him hold it.”   
    - Eleison Comments 417 

 

“Thus one reader of these ‘Comments’ was surprised to see them (August 5) referring 
to ‘Holy Russia,’ when since 1917 it is Russia that has been spreading its errors 
throughout the world. But ‘Holy Russia’ is an expression that goes much further back 
than the 20th century. It refers to the Russian people’s natural inclination to reli-
gion.”    [N.B. ‘Holy Russia’ is an exclusively Russian Orthodox title, never been used by the 
Catholic Church.] 

    - Eleison Comments 535  
 

“Some experts in the perfidy of the New World Order are still distrustful of Vladimir 
Putin, which is understandable, but as Americans say, if he talks, walks and quacks 
like a follower of Christ, then common sense says that he is a follower of Christ.”  
    - Ibid. 
 

“Without the moral values that are rooted in Christianity and other world religions, 
without rules and moral values that have been formed and developed over thousands 
of years, people inevitably lose their human dignity.”  
    - Ibid. 
 

“If I look behind me, the line is fairly straight that’s brought us to where we are today. 
To be a Catholic rather than a non-Catholic because a Catholic has a much better 
chance of getting to heaven.” 
    - Banquet speech after consecration, Vienna Virginia, May 2017 
 

“May God bless Bishop Zendejas. May God bless all Catholics in whatever part of the 
church who are keeping the faith despite everything. Not only inside Tradition. Let us 
not believe that tradition has a monopoly on Catholicism. Catholicism is much, much 
more than the dear movement of tradition of today. May our Lady look after all Cath-
olics in whatever part of the church they are found.”   
    - Sermon at the consecration of Bishop Zendejas, Vienna Virginia, May 2017 
 

www.TheRecusant.com 



Page 22 Bishop Williamson’s Teaching 
 

“Surely resistant Catholics, inside or outside of Tradition, have to take into account the 
many consequences of this split between Truth and Authority…” 
    - Eleison Comments 455 
 

“You know, I mean Heaven has got all these souls to look after and try to get to heav-
en, not just those souls who make their way to Tradition.” 
    - Veneta, Oregon, 29th Sept, 2016 
 

“The recommendation to look around you inside the Novus Ordo church for people or 
occasionally churches where you might dare to practising confession or communion, 
that is not one hundred per cent, that’s dependent upon the degree of sin raging in the 
diocese around you, in the poor churchmen. Even with the Novus Ordo churchmen one 
may have certain compassion. Not with the villains who know exactly what they’re 
doing in destroying the church, but the mass of - because the priests have been misled 
as well, for goodness sakes, and the bishops have been misled.” 
    - Livestream interview with Friends of Aquinas, 4th August, 2022 
 

“Dear young friend, Congratulations on having received from God important graces of  
conversion […] By all means meet a variety of Catholic priests and learn from each of 
them, but not to the point where you would get confused. Visit communities, and stay 
as long as you are welcome in any surroundings where you find God.” 
    - Eleison Comments 608 
 

“When it comes to apparitions and messages supposedly coming from Heaven, to be 
prudent is certainly wise … But one can be excessively prudent, especially when the 
normal Church Authority is itself in confusion. … Let us give to a series of recent  
Messages coming from backwoods Texas, USA, a hearing.  … The little Catholic   
centre in Texas receiving these Messages has its own website – look up ‘Mission of 
Divine Mercy.’  ” 
    - Eleison Comments 875 

 

 4. The New Mass 
 

“There are cases where even the Novus Ordo Mass can be attended with an effect of 
building one’s Faith instead of losing it. …  Be very careful with the Novus Ordo … 
But, exceptionally, if you’re watching and praying, even there you may find the grace 
of God. If you do, make use of it in order to sanctify your soul.” 
      - Mahopac, New York, 28th June, 2015 
 
“Therefore I will not say every single person must stay away from every single Novus 
Ordo Mass. If they can trust their own judgement that attending this Mass will do more 
good than harm spiritually.”  
    - Ibid. 
 
“Doctrinally, the Novus  Ordo Mass is ambiguous, poised between the religion of God 
and the Conciliar religion of man. Now in matters of faith, ambiguity is deadly, being 
normally designed to undermine the Faith, as the Novus Ordo Mass frequently does. 
But as ambiguity is precisely open to two interpretations, so the Novus Ordo Mass does 
not absolutely exclude the old religion.”  
    - Eleison Comments 437 
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“However, these [Novus Ordo] miracles – always assuming they are authentic – have 
lessons also for the Catholics of Tradition … ”   
    - Eleison Comments 438 
 
“As an essential part of the subjective and ambiguous religion, the Novus Ordo Mass 
can be what you make of it. A priest can celebrate it decently, a Catholic can attend it 
devoutly.” 
    - Eleison Comments 447 
 
“[Question]: Then, does it mean that those knowing what they know, such as the souls 
here could go to that [Novus Ordo Mass] and expect to receive grace?  
[Bishop Williamson]: If anybody here who knows what the Novus Ordo means went 
back to the Novus Ordo - pffff! - then [*pause*] - why would they want to go back? 
[*laughter*] Well, it’s, I would - they can receive grace. But they have to judge the 
priest…”  
    - Emmet Kansas, 18th Sept. 2016 
 
“You know, I mean Heaven has got all these souls to look after and try to get to     
heaven, not just those souls who make their way to Tradition.” 
    - Veneta, Oregon, 19th Sept. 2016 
 
“A Mass which clearly pushes towards liberalism, like many Novus Ordo Masses, 
those you can’t attend.” 
    - Houston, Texas, 25th September, 2016 
 
“But don’t say that there’s no good in it at all and that there can be no grace passed 
attending the Novus Ordo Mass.”   
    - Emmett Kansas, 18th Sept, 2016 
 
“But, you know, that doesn’t mean that everything in the Novus Ordo is black. So 
when you say, ‘What am I going to do?’ and here again many of my colleagues could 
say I’m being far too soft on the Novus Ordo …  if you look somewhere in your area, 
within reach of your car’s petrol tank, your gasoline tank, you will find, somewhere, 
you will find a decent Novus Ordo priest who is just waiting to hear properly a young 
man’s confession in order to give him back the state of grace. Which is his business as 
a priest. And he knows it. And I don’t believe that there are no priests in the Novus 
Ordo, in the Novus Ordo church  who understand this. I believe there are some who 
do understand it and who still want to practice as good priests. Now, they’re forced to 
celebrate the New Mass. ” 
    - Livestream interview with Friends of Aquinas, 4th August, 2022 
 
“You ask me the practical question: how can I go to confession, how can I go to   
communion … Now you say that the Novus Ordo is all completely gone and rotten. I 
understand and you can’t afford to eat a half-poisoned cake. I understand. But if the 
cake is half-poisoned then there’s half of it that isn’t poisoned. … I’m obviously not 
pushing the new religion. … And have you got to stay away from every anything 
that’s got anything to do with the Novus Ordo? My answer to that absolute question 
is: no. You don’t have to stay absolutely away.” 
    - Livestream interview with Friends of Aquinas, 4th August, 2022 
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“I’m sure you ask yourselves ‘What kind of word are my children going to have to 
grow up in? How are they going to keep the Faith?’ Very good questions. By prayer 
and Charity and by frequenting the sacraments, so long as they are still available, so 
long as it’s at all still possible to reach the sacraments. And some Novus - I’ve got into 
quite a lot of controversy for saying this, but it’s true - there is no question that some 
Novus Ordo Masses are valid. And if they’re valid, then it’s defined by the Council of 
Trent that grace passes, “ex opere operato” is the strict phrase. And you and I have no 
right before God to look down our noses and to write off these Catholics as though 
they’re just trash.” 
    - Vienna, Virginia, 20th May, 2016 

 
   

   Analysis: 
 
1. No More Structure, No More Authority. This is a sort of “every-man-for-himself”      
ecclesiology in which a supposedly “Traditional” bishop can shrug his shoulders and turn 
away when people ask him for help, but will secretly maintain an iron grip over those who 
hope to gain something from him, an invisible authority used to suppress anyone who opposes 
his will. Power without responsibility seems to be the intended effect. This is not in any way 
Traditional, it is alien to Archbishop Lefebvre and all of Catholic Tradition, it directly violates 
the Council of Trent (on the need for seminaries, for instance) - it is a modern novelty in other 
words, an un-Catholic teaching. The effect is to produce “decisions” but nobody who decided, 
and nobody to whom priests or faithful may appeal - and, crucially, nobody who will take  
direct responsibility. Though not quite the same, this is remarkably similar to Vatican II’s  
error of Collegiality which gave us bishops conferences but not a single bishop willing or able 
to take full responsibility for his own diocese and which attempted to neuter even the single, 
monarchical authority of the papacy. It is also noteworthy that Bishop Williamson more than 
once expressed his desire to see lots of little groups which “are free to contact each other” but 
no more than that, which has a ring of Francis-esque synodality to it. In effect, what he tried to 
do is to impose Trad-Collegiality or Trad-Synodality on all who came under his influence, 
principally the Resistance. There is no precedent for this in Catholic Tradition and no prece-
dent with Archbishop Lefebvre. There is a precedent, however, in Vatican II and the conciliar 
church. 
 
2. Trad- Religious Liberty. Yes, that is what this is. We first showed this in Recusant 29 all 
the way back in September 2015. What he preaches is unmistakable as a form of “liberty” in 
matters  of religion, hence it is fair to call it Religious Liberty, even he never formulated it 
quite as coherently or honestly as did Vatican II. One quote not listed above, because it came 
into the world second-hand, is Bishop Williamson’s 2012 response to Fr. Eric Jacqmin’s  
question as to why he was refusing to take responsibility for those brave priests who had been 
thrown out of the SSPX for doing the right thing and sounding the alarm. Why leave them all 
floating in the sea? Why no structure? “I believe in liberty!” was the answer. His actions and 
his other words, listed above, are entirely consistent with that. Notice also that there is a    
clear link, a consistent thread which runs from one to the other. To hell with the Council of 
Trent, with the teaching and personal example of Archbishop Lefebvre, with all of Catholic 
Tradition, henceforth there shall be no more structure, no seminaries, no more personal      
responsibility, say I! What is the result? I am granting to everyone who had hoped they could 
rely on me a phoney “Liberty” which will in practice make it much harder for them to stay on 
the straight and narrow path.  
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3. Trad-Ecumenism. Notice how Religious Liberty leads logically to Ecumenism: if I am 
free to choose my own version of religion, then who is to say that one is right and the other 
wrong or we shouldn’t all start mixing-and-matching? The same logic holds true when the 
question is narrowed down to the hypothetical Traditionalist. Since Bishop Williamson did 
not wish to impose even a true viewpoint on anyone, since he admitted that he couldn’t really 
be bothered convincing James to leave the conciliar church, or John not to be a sedevacantist, 
then it  makes perfect sense that he would tell people that they can go to the New Mass, the 
Indult Mass or a sedevacantist Mass. Once again, we see that his practice matched his words. 
He visited a sedevacantist Church in France and said a “non- una cum” Mass there. He visit-
ed a Feeneyite chapel in the USA several years in a row and brought them the sacrament of    
confirmation as well as saying Mass on their altar. He told “his” faithful they could go to the 
sedevacantists, and advised others to go to the Indult Mass (just try to make sure that it’s the 
“least contaminated” one!) and even the Novus Ordo Mass. If that’s not Trad-ecumenism, 
then what is? 
 
4. The New Mass. This is the one which everyone always seems to remember most, but even 
here most people do not realise just how far his teaching went. Bishop Williamson not only 
sowed confusion in the minds of many Traditionalists with his scandalous answer to a    
question in Mahopac, New York, in June 2015, thus allowing the New Mass to get its      
proverbial foot in the door; he went much further in the months that followed. In fact, his  
consistent teaching is that everyone, Traditionalists included, can and, depending on the   
circumstances, perhaps should go to Novus Ordo priests for confession, for communion and 
even go to the New Mass, because everyone can get grace there and that is because there is 
no doubt at all about the authenticity of any one of the Novus Ordo eucharistic “miracles” 
authenticated by the conciliar hierarchy in recent decades. He also taught that God positively 
does not want Novus Ordo Catholics to become Traditional Catholics but desires rather to 
save them in and through the Novus Ordo. For good measure, he told his followers not only 
that they could go to the New Mass, but in effect he says that their own children and grand-
children will have to go to the New Mass in order not to lose the Faith. This has more the 
character of a precept than a mere permission. By the summer of 2022 the world witnessed 
him telling a new convert to Tradition that, rather than go to the Indult Mass, rather than go 
the local SSPX, rather than go even to his own Mass at Broadstairs or in London,  he should 
merely be content to find a Novus Ordo priest somewhere nearby who says the New Mass. 
 

All of this is nothing new. If it looks familiar, that is because it should be familiar. The old 
SSPX, like Archbishop Lefebvre, taught us that four main heresies, four main attacks on 
Catholic Tradition came out of Vatican II. They are: Religious Liberty, Collegiality,        
Ecumenism and the New Mass. The first three correspond to the slogan of the French      
Revolution: “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity”. The New Mass is a curious one because it is both 
a fruit of the other three and at the same time is itself a direct fruit of the Council, whilst also 
being the cause of yet further evils.  
 

The French Revolution gave the world “Liberty, Equality and Fraternity” together with the 
terror and torrents of blood. Vatican II gave the Church “Religious Liberty, Collegiality and 
Ecumenism” together with the New Mass and spiritual a spiritual decay unparalleled in   
human history. But even the French Revolution is not the source of all evil, it was not the 
Revolution as such: it was a manifestation of the Revolution. Vatican II was the French   
Revolution in the Catholic Church. The 2012 Doctrinal Declaration was Vatican II in the 
SSPX. Bishop Williamson’s teaching is Vatican II in the Resistance.  
 
 

www.TheRecusant.com 



Page 26 Resistance Snapshots GB 

  

November 2024 - 
visit of  

Fr. David Hewko 
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February 2025 - 
 

visit of  

Fr. Hugo Ruiz 

...and London 

...and Crowland... 
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   Source: https://benedictinos.blog/category/bulletin-english/ 
 

News from Fr. Rafael Arizaga OSB 
 

“The Monastery has moved to Guatemala to be able to serve as chaplains at the San José     
Convent of the Franciscan sisters of the Sacred Hearts of Jesus and Mary. We are also assisting 
as chaplains to the new Carmel just founded on November 27, 2024 of Our Lady of Solitude 
and Saint Joseph located in the San Miguel house of the Franciscan Convent  (see:  https://
francorjm.org/ ). We require your help for the 2 Convents and our Benedictine Monastery.” 

An extract from the website of the Franciscan Sisters of the Hearts of Jesus and Mary 
(francorjm.org/about) : 
 

“ Our History 
 

[…] We are a small community of Franciscan nuns in the Republic of Guatemala. We de-
sire to live out our Franciscan vocation in a manner similar to our Franciscan brothers and 
sisters who preceded us. This is to say, we practice the traditional form of our vocation and 
spirituality. 
 

The sisters who founded our congregation have a combined experience of 33 years    serv-
ing in a home that cared for disabled children. We see Our Lord in these children and this 
is what we are committed to doing again as soon as Our Lord allows. Our convent is di-
rected toward that goal. 
 

In November of 2010 three of our sisters received permission to attend the Spiritual   Exer-
cises of St. Ignatius of Loyola which was being offered in the traditional form by the SSPX 
priests in Guatemala. These sisters underwent a spiritual conversion as a result and noted 
the profound difference between the traditional doctrine of the Catholic Church and the 
modern doctrine promulgated over the last number of decades. They became aware of 
many aspects of Catholicism that they had not previously been aware of.  
 

Divine Providence afforded our sisters the opportunity and grace to participate in more 
retreats where they began to further realize the richness of the perennial doctrine of the 
Catholic Church. The different events that the sisters lived through during that period 
served to make the proper decision clear to them. During that time we were constantly  
discerning our decision with serenity in front of the Blessed Sacrament, with spiritual  
readings, during the course of our daily duties – offering everything we did without      
hesitation and with as much generosity and love as we were able to our Good Lord. 
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As is consistently the case in these situations, love for authentic Catholicism flourished. A 
number of the novices and aspirants experienced a whole new and different understanding 
of and love for their vocations as a result. Soon they, too, were attending Ignatian retreats.  
 

Rebuild My Church 
 

Over time, the sisters were forced to choose between remaining within their community 
without the expression of traditional Franciscan Catholicism they had discovered, or strik-
ing out on their own, under the protection of Our Lord, Our Blessed Mother, St. Francis, 
St. Joseph, and all the Saints and establishing a new Franciscan religious community    
embracing Catholic Tradition. After much prayer and discernment, they chose to take the 
difficult step of establishing a new Franciscan community devoted to traditional Franciscan 
Catholic liturgy and spirituality. The result of this decision was the establishment of the 
Franciscan Convent of St. Joseph in Guatemala.  
 

Birth of a New Congregation 
 

The morning of November 30th, 2012 was a cold and frosty morning in the highland of 
western Guatemala as the sisters departed their former congregation with much sorrow and 
great confidence in Divine Providence. Much like the disciples on the road to Emmaus 
they felt their hearts burning within them. They remain sincerely thankful to their former 
congregation which cradled their vocation. 
 

Mother Superior, at around two in the morning, went from cradle to cradle saying goodbye 
to the children they loved for she knew they might never see any of them again. At four in 
the morning, the sisters left in silence with the blessing of their chaplain. Amid this very 
difficult departure, the congregation of Franciscan Sisters of the Hearts of Jesus and Mary 
was born. […] On December 12 of that year, they were clothed in the traditional Francis-
can habit for women.  
 

The Franciscan Convent of St. Joseph 
 

After many years of searching and praying for an adequate property, they were presented 
with the opportunity to investigate the purchase of a rather large property. After much dis-
cernment, with no funds to speak of and many prayers to Our Lord of Esquipulas,  during a 
visit to this property, the Sisters noted an image of Saint Joseph belonging to the owners. 
They asked if they could borrow this image, promising to return it along with the down 
payment. To this image, the sisters made a novena in which they took turns every hour 
praying to Saint Joseph. Immediately after this novena, a generous benefactor    provided 
them with the funds for the down payment on the property. It seemed only proper to name 
the Convent after St. Joseph. The purchase of the property was effected on the Feast of St. 
Joseph, March 19, 2018. On the 8th of June of that same year, the Convent was blessed and 
the Blessed Sacrament was reserved in their chapel.  
 

The property now known as the Franciscan Convent of St. Joseph was formerly a hardware 
factory. The total area of the convent property itself is 25,000 square meters (slightly over 
six acres). It had been out of business for many years and all of the machinery removed. 
The large building that was once the factory remains, and will undergo multiple phases of 
retrofitting and remodeling. Apart from this building, the former owners had erected their 
own home on the property, just a stone’s throw from the factory building. That home re-
mained in good general condition and now serves as the cloister for the religious.  The for-
mer factory building will be utilized to house a good number of disabled children as well as 
therapeutic clinics, areas for immediate medical care, recreational spaces for the children, 
and a spacious chapel for the nuns, residents, and visitors of the facility.” 
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Taken from here: https://sspxmc.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/SHM-2024-Advent.pdf 
 

Sorrowful Heart of Mary SSPX-MC 
 

+ 
 

Advent 2024  
 

WE MUST CHOOSE SIDES  
 
Dear Faithful,  
 
The great Fr. Gomer de Pauw warned in his talks as early as 1967: “We must choose to 
be either Roman Catholics or Conciliar Catholics, but we cannot be both!” 
 
Archbishop Lefebvre announced the same necessity to choose in his magnificent Doctri-
nal Declaration of 1974: “We cleave, with all our heart and with all our soul, to Catholic 
Rome, the guardian of the Catholic Faith and of the traditions necessary for the mainte-
nance of that Faith, and to eternal Rome, mistress of wisdom and truth.  
 
“On the other hand we refuse and have always refused to follow the Rome of  the  neo-
Protestant trend clearly manifested throughout Vatican Council II and, later, in all the 
reforms born of it.”  
 
Opposing Liberal Catholicism on the battlefield of Truth, the great Spanish Catholic writ-
er of the 19th Century, Juan Donoso Cortes, scripted these prophetic words in: Essays on 
Catholicism, Liberalism, and Socialism, (chapter III, in 1879): 
 

“There is no man whatsoever, whether he recognizes it or not, who is not enlisted 
in this furious combat;  there is no one who does not take an active part in the re-
sponsibility of defeat or victory. All are equally engaged in this combat;  the galley 
slave in his chains, and the king upon his throne, the poor and the rich, the healthy 
and the sick, the wise and the ignorant, the captive and the free, the old and the 
young, the civilized and the savage.  
 
“Every word that is pronounced is either inspired by the world or by God, and 
necess-arily proclaims, implicitly or explicitly, but always clearly, the glory of the 
one or the triumph of the other. In this singular warfare we all fight through 
forced enlistment; here the system of substitutes or volunteers finds no place. Nor 
is there any exception for old age. Here, no attention is paid to him who says, ‘I am 
the son of a poor widow’; nor to the mother of a paralytic, nor to the wife of a crip-
ple. In this warfare all men, born of woman, are soldiers! 
 
“And don’t tell me: ‘I don’t want to fight’; for the moment you tell me that, you are    
already fighting;  nor say: ‘I don’t know which side to join,’ for while you are   
saying that you have already joined a side;  nor say: ‘I wish to remain neutral’;  
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for if you wish to be so, you are so, no longer; nor say: ‘I want to be indifferent’;  
for by these very words you clearly show which side you are on. 
 
“Don’t tire yourself in seeking a place of security from the dangers of this war, for 
you tire yourself in vain. This war extends throughout space, and will last to the 
end of time. Only in eternity, the home of the just, can you find rest, because there 
alone is the combat over. Do not imagine, however, that the gates of eternity shall 
be opened for you, unless you first show the wounds you earned;  those gates are 
only opened for those who bravely fought the battles of the Lord here, and, like 
the Lord, carried the cross and were crucified!”   

 
What powerful words of Donoso Cortes! It is true, Our Divine Lord willed to place all of 
us in these times when we have no choice but to fight. To fight for Him is the greatest 
honor. Neutrality is not an option! Compromise is not an option! “Hermeneutics of conti-
nuity” is not an option! Accepting Vatican II is not an option! Accepting the New Mass, 
even as “legitimately promulgated,” is not an option! Accepting any compromise with 
Vatican II and Novus Ordo sacraments, as expressed in the Doctrinal Declaration of 
April 15, 2012 of Bp. Fellay, is not an option! The Six Conditions for an Agreement with 
Modernist Rome is not an option! Accepting to be silenced in return for the “favors”      
of jurisdiction for confessions and marriages is not an option! Accepting excusing      
fallacies that the “New Mass can nourish your faith,” or “The New Mass gives grace,”   
or “The New Mass miracles cannot be questioned,” are not options! Fence-sitting is not 
an option! 
 
“Either we choose what the Popes have taught for centuries and we therefore choose the 
Church;  or we choose what was said by the Council.  But we can not choose both simul-
taneously, since they are contradictory!”  (Abp. Marcel Lefebvre). 
 
Let us never fail to see what an inexpressible honor and grace it is to combat for Christ 
the King. The battle lines must not be confused and smeared, as Liberals always connive 
to do. We have received Catholic Tradition from the    
20 Councils of the Church, the Ancient Magisterium, 
from the great Popes of Tradition, from Abp. Lefebvre 
and priests faithful to Tradition. We are vowed to the 
riding. We are vowed to the fighting!  
 
O Queen of the Most Holy Rosary, keep us faithful! 
Keep us from ever wavering in the Faith! Keep us from 
battle fatigue! Keep us attached to thy Crucified Son by 
thy Rosary and Scapular and always to live and breath in 
the burning love of thy Immaculate Heart! Sweet Heart 
of Mary, be my salvation!  
 
In Christ the King,  
 
     Fr. David Hewko 
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 Faith > Sacraments 
 

This may seem obvious to you, but believe it or not there exist many Catholics out there,    
Traditional Catholics included, who struggle to understand the basic fact that the Catholic 
Faith comes first, before all else. The mistaken notion that validity, “valid sacraments,”      
attending Mass every Sunday come-what-may, access to a priest, a chapel, a school, or what-
ever else, are somehow the sine qua non of saving your soul. It is not true, and like all bad  
ideas, the potential consequences are hair-raising.  
 

As I say, it might seem obvious to you and I, but since it is as well to spell out the obvious 
every once in a while, let us begin by quoting the old SSPX. Here, for instance, is Bishop   
Williamson, back in the days when he still spoke like a Traditional Catholic: 
 

“...The gravest questions are always, always questions of doctrine! Just like for        
engineers, the gravest questions are not has he got a nice tie, has he got a sweet wife - 
you can have an S.O.B. of an engineer, but if he knows his business that’s the one you 
employ.  […]  
 

The modern mind thinks ideas don’t matter, it’s only what’s practical that matters. And 
you’ve seen the same thing with Cardinal Castrillon. ‘Look, dear Society of St. Pius X, 
let’s not worry about doctrine, let’s just get together and be friends!’ *kiss* *kiss* 
*kiss* … ‘Eminence, We’ve got two religions which are fighting it out to the death.’ 
And of course that’s the truth of the matter. It’s doctrine. And we’ve to get down to the 
questions of doctrine. If I want to get to heaven, I’ve got to be filled with the truth, I 
need the truth, I’m not going to get to heaven without the truth. The rest doesn’t       
matter.”  [Emphasis in the original] 
   (“The Original Tribute” https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TWoWispv08s) 

 

That last sentence might have been a rhetorical flourish, perhaps he didn’t mean it in the     
literal sense. For the record, the sacraments do matter: yes, they are wonderful in themselves, 
they are an important aid, they can make a huge difference and those early Traditionalists in 
the 1970s (and many SSPX faithful prior to 2012) who drove long distances just for a Sunday 
Mass had the right idea, absolutely. The sacraments are very important, they matter a great 
deal. But the Catholic Faith matters more.  
 

The Catholic Faith is the only way we are going to save our soul. It is absolutely certainly the 
sine qua non of getting to heaven. It is the first of the three theological virtues, but like the 
other two it does not exist in a vacuum; it has an object. And that object is Catholic doctrine. It 
is not enough merely to say that I believe: it matters what I believe. Even the Church herself is 
an object of the Catholic Faith, as is clear from the Nicaean Creed, as this excellent passage 
from Mitre and Crook reminds us: 
 

“… One gets the impression that Faith as a supernatural gift merely empowers a person 
to believe what the Church teaches and the objects of Faith are provided by the Church. 
It is therefore the Church which justifies the Faith and not the Faith which justifies the 
Church. Hence the Church must be obeyed in all things, even if she is quite clearly  
hiding her light under a bushel. It automatically becomes right and proper that the light 
should be so shaded because legitimate authority in the Church has said so. I do not 
think that that is an unfair or distorted representation of the case, is it? But surely it is 
evident that such an argument is tautological or a vicious circle? I am to know what 
God has revealed by the authority of the Church. And how am I to know that the 
Church has such authority? Because the Church says that God has revealed it. It is   
patently nonsense.  

www.TheRecusant.com 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TWoWispv08s


 Faith > Sacraments Page 33 

[…]  

The Church is the guardian of God’s revelation but not its source. She herself is one of 
the objects of Faith: I believe in One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church.”  
  (Bryan Houghton, Mitre and Crook p.186 ff.) 

 

So the Faith comes before even the Church. By the way, please do not take this one quote as an 
unqualified endorsement of the whole book. Its late author, Fr. Bryan Houghton, was one of 
those 1950s parish priest who refused the New Mass when it came out and continued offering 
the Traditional Mass. He does, it is true, end up looking a somewhat ambiguous Traditionalist 
by the end of the first chapter, although we must remember that it was written in the 1970s and 
despite its sometimes naïve tone, it does contain some real gems. And he does go out of his 
way to defend Archbishop Lefebvre, despite having not altogether agreed with him. Hmm, 
Archbishop Lefebvre. There’s a thought. What does he have to say on the question? 
  

“In a moment of terror, in a moment of confusion, in a moment of destruction of the 
Church, what should we do but hold fast to what Jesus has taught us and what His 
Church has taught us as being Truth forever, defined forever? One cannot change what 
has been defined once and for all by the Sovereign Pontiffs with their infallibility. It is 
not changeable. We cannot change the truth written forever in our holy books. Because 
this immutability of Truth corresponds to the Immutability of God. It is a communica-
tion of the Immutability of God to the immutability of our truths. To change our truths 
would be tantamount to changing the Immutability of God. We say it every day in the 
Office of None: “Immotus in Se permanens - God remaining immutable in Himself” 
forever. So we must attach ourselves to this truth which has been taught in a permanent 
way, and not let ourselves be troubled by the disorder we witness today.  Consequently 
we must know, at some point, not to obey, in order to obey. This is it. Indeed, this    
Virtue of Almighty God of which I was speaking not long ago, the Good Lord has 
willed that it be transmitted to us somehow by men who participate in His authority. 
 

That is why St. Paul himself says: “If an angel from heaven or I myself” - remember it 
is the great St. Paul himself who is speaking – “If an angel from heaven or I myself 
were to teach you a truth contrary to what has been taught to you originally, do not  
listen to us!”  That is it. Today we are faced with this reality. I tell you myself, very 
willingly, my dear friends, I repeat these words very willingly: If it were to happen that 
I teach you something contrary to what the whole Tradition of the Church has taught, 
do not listen to me!” 
    (Archbishop Lefebvre, sermon of Dec. 8th 1976) 

 

Note the last bit - the Archbishop more than once invited his seminarians, priests and people to 
abandon him if he every changed his teaching or his adherence to Tradition in the least way. 
Hence it cannot have been “valid sacraments” which mattered most. But what about the      
consecrations in June 1988, surely if anything was all about valid sacraments, it was that? 
 

“I am simply a bishop of the Catholic Church who is continuing to transmit Catholic 
doctrine. I think, and this will certainly not be too far off, that you will be able to     
engrave on my tombstone these words of St. Paul: “Tradidi quod et accepi - I have 
transmitted to you what I have received,” nothing else. I am just the postman bringing 
you a letter. I did not write the letter, the message, this Word of God. God Himself 
wrote it; Our Lord Jesus Christ Himself gave it to us. As for us, we just handed it down, 
through these dear priests here present and through all those who have chosen to resist 
this wave of apostasy in the Church, by keeping the Eternal Faith and giving it to the 
faithful.   
[…] 
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It seems to me, my dear brethren, that I am hearing the voices of all these Popes - since 
Gregory XVI, Pius IX, Leo XIII, St. Pius X, Benedict XV, Pius XI, Pius XII - telling 
us: ‘Please, we beseech you, what are you going to do with our teachings, with our 
predications, with the Catholic Faith? Are you going to abandon it? Are you going to let 
it disappear from this earth? Please, please, continue to keep this treasure which we 
have given you.’ ” 
    (Abp. Lefebvre, consecrations sermon, 30th June, 1988) 
 

Notice, the Archbishop explains his actions on that day by saying that he is merely a bishop 
who is continuing to transmit - what? Valid sacraments? Likewise, what he says about his own 
priests: they are resisting the apostasy by giving what to the faithful? Valid sacraments? And 
what is it that he can hear the previous Popes beseeching him to transmit? What exactly is ‘this 
treasure which we have given you’ - is it their holy orders? 
 

One year later, we see Archbishop Lefebvre repeating the same idea. Pay attention to exactly 
what is at stake, in his words: 
 

“Since there was no other way for us to go, I am very happy that we are now assured of 
having bishops who keep Catholic Tradition and who maintain the Faith. Because it is 
the Faith that is at stake. It’s not a little matter. It’s not a matter of a few trifles.” 
    (Abp. Lefebvre, One Year after the Consecrations, July 1989) 

 

Very well, though perhaps someone will object that this is all the peculiar view or idiosyncratic 
emphasis of Archbishop Lefebvre and no one else. But wait, there was another bishop present 
on that famous day at Écône as co-consecrator! Who remembers the sermon in which Bishop 
de Castro Mayer said that he felt a duty to be present in order to ensure valid sacraments? Isn’t 
that what he said? Let’s take a look: 
 

“My presence here at this ceremony is a matter of conscience: it is the duty of a profes-
sion of the Catholic Faith before the entire Church... St. Thomas Aquinas teaches that 
there is no obligation to make a public profession of Faith in every circumstance, but 
when the Faith is in danger it is urgent to profess it, even at the risk of one’s life. This is 
the situation in which we find ourselves.” 
    (Bp. de Castro Mayer, 30th June 1988) 
 

Archbishop Lefebvre was not alone in his view then, it seems. And Archbishop Lefebvre was 
consistent on this point, it wasn’t only when he was speaking to the SSPX that he used to say 
these things. Here he is relating a conversation he once had with Cardinal Oddi and “four more
-or-less Traditional Cardinals” : 
 

“[I told them] ‘You must change, come back to Tradition. It is not a question of the 
Liturgy, it is a question of the Faith.’ 
...  
Meanwhile the problem remains grave, very, very grave. We absolutely must not     
minimize it ... It is striking to see how our fight now is exactly the same fight as was 
being fought then by the great Catholics of the 19th century... We stand exactly 
where Cardinal Pie, Bishop Freppel, Louis Vueillot stood.” 
  (Abp. Lefebvre, 6th Sept 1990) 
 

Well, well. It is not a question of the liturgy, it is a question of the Faith. Imagine that. And 
what’s all this talk about waging the same fight as that of Cardinal Pie and Bishop Freppel? 
What was their view of things, I wonder? And what was their fight, was is a fight for valid 
sacraments, or was it rather a fight for sound, uncompromising doctrine?  
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“The greatest misery, for a century or for a country, is to abandon or to diminish the 
truth. We can get over everything else; we never get over the sacrifice of principles. 
Characters may give in at given times and public morality receive some breach from 
vice or bad examples, but nothing is lost as long as the true doctrines remain standing in 
their integrity. With them everything is remade sooner or later, men and institutions, 
because we are always able to come back to the good when we have not left truth. To 
give up the principles, outside which nothing can be built that is strong and lasting 
would take away even the very hope of salvation. So the greatest service a man can 
render to his kinsmen, in the times when everything is failing and growing dim, is to 
assert the truth without fear even though no one listens to him; because it is a furrow of 
light which he opens through the intellects, and if his voice cannot manage to dominate 
the noises of the time, at least it will be received as the messenger of salvation in the 
future.” 
    (Mgr. Charles-Emile Freppel, Bishop of Angers) 
 

Hold on a moment, so the greatest calamity isn’t the unavailability of Tridentine Masses, or 
valid sacraments or whatever? It is to abandon or even diminish the truth. Also, notice that 
whatever else happens, all is not lost as long as what remain standing in their integrity? That 
sounds a lot like “The gravest questions are always the questions of doctrine!” doesn’t it? 

 

“The imperative duty and the noble custom of holy Church is to pay homage especially 
to the truth when it is ignored, to profess it when it is threatened. There is a mediocre 
merit to claim to be its apostle and its supporter when all acknowledge and adhere to it. 
To make so much of the human state of the truth and to love it so little for itself that we 
deny it as soon as it is no longer popular, as soon as it does not have number, authority, 
preponderance, success: would that not be a new way of doing our duty, and of under-
standing honour? Let it be known: the good remains good, and must continue to be 
called as such, even when “nobody does it” (Ps. XIII, 3). Furthermore, a small number 
of persons putting forth claims is sufficient to save the integrity of the doctrines. And 
the integrity of doctrine is the only chance for the restoration of order in the world.” 
    (Cardinal Pie, Bishop of Poitiers) 

 

Sorry Cardinal Pie, pardon me, would you mind repeating that last sentence again, please - 
what is it that’s the only chance for the restoration of order in the world..? And how interesting 
that he should say that our imperative duty is professing the Faith publicly, and especially 
when and where it is undermined or threatened. That sounds very similar to Bishop de Castro 
Mayer going to Écône for the 1988 consecrations because of his duty to profess the Faith in 
front of the whole Church. Are we beginning to see a recurring theme? Here is Cardinal Pie 
again: 
 

“The battle is mainly a battle of doctrines. Your resistance, dear brothers, consists   
therefore in being firm in your minds against the seduction of false and misleading  
principles. […]  When I ask the wise men of this era to identify the worst hardship of 
modern society, they reply unanimously that mankind is becoming weak and soft. This 
reply has even become cliché. However, we must go further, and ask the ultimate   
question. […]  Where does this weakness come from?  Isn’t it the natural and inevitable 
consequence of doctrinal weakness, weakness in belief, and, to be more exact,       
weakness in the Faith?  After all, courage has no reason to exist if it isn’t at the service 
of a conviction.” 
    (Ibid.) 

 

And here he is again: 
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“Battles are won or lost at the level of principles. To wait until we see the consequences 
of false principles before we react, is to be too late. For at that point, the battle is      
already lost.” 

 

We could go on like this all day. Very well, but what about canon law, I hear someone ask. 
Surely some clever person out there will be able to find a quote from canon law regarding  
sacraments, validity, the right to go to Mass wherever and whenever one pleases, and so forth? 
Here is Archbishop Lefebvre again: 
 

“Why does the Church have this legislation? It is to help us in the practice of the First          
Commandment, which is that we have to profess the Catholic Faith.” 
    (Abp. Lefebvre, Easter 1986 sermon, Écône.) 
 

It’s just common sense really, isn’t it? The law is at the service of the Faith, and not vice-versa, 
obviously. As usual, Archbishop Lefebvre brings a clarity and simplicity which leaves you 
thinking that you knew all along but couldn’t have put it as simply as that. Any argument from 
canon law doesn’t work, because any law presupposes something which comes first, it pre-
supposes a set of circumstances which today very often no longer exist, such as the important 
fact that your valid Mass isn’t one which is founded on compromise, or allowed by kind     
permission of the enemy, one which displeases God in other words. Like any human law,   
canon law is a secondary thing at the service of the Faith. That is why the supreme law is the 
salvation of souls: if any other ecclesiastical law, due to the circumstances, risks interfering 
with or hampering that goal, even slightly, then it is not serving its purpose and does not apply. 
 

There are plenty of other things we could quote too - but how many quotes are necessary? You 
can either see it or you can’t, you either understand it or you don’t. The reason you should be 
convinced that the Faith comes first, before all else, even sacraments, should be because your 
reason tells you so based on all the information which your mind has been able to grasp, and 
not because this or that person says so, even if we are talking about Archbishop Lefebvre and   
Cardinal Pie. The reliance on experts, on this-famous-person-said, on the argument from    
authority in other words, is a human weakness but it is especially a plague on our times. These 
quotes can perhaps help people to see, but they shouldn’t really be why you are convinced of it: 
that honour belongs to your reason.  
 

The fact of the matter is that doctrine, which is to say the objectively knowable content of the  
Catholic Faith, has to come first, before all else. Bishop Williamson was right all those years 
ago. The gravest questions really are questions of doctrine. That is the first point to grasp. 
Questions of doctrine come first, before all else, including one’s own desire to attend Mass  
every week, including which Mass is valid and which doubtful, including (yes, this happens 
too) who else will be there at this or that Mass, who I want to ‘hang out with’ or to be seen 
hanging out with. Those who say otherwise are mistaken. As to those who are forced to admit 
the truth of this, in order to maintain their “Sacraments First” position, logically they are left 
with two options. They must either hold that there are no doctrinal differences between various 
priests and Masses (Indult, SSPX, Fake Resistance, Sedevacantist and so forth); or they must 
say that those doctrinal differences do not really matter. Either way, what has become of sound 
doctrine, what has become of the Faith? It is because of the danger to sound doctrine and the 
duty to confess Christ before men that we are not free simply to attend any “valid Mass”. 
Again, let us quote Bishop Williamson from the days when he still sounded like Archbishop 
Lefebvre. Remember that there was a time when he still had a sound grasp of Catholic thought: 
 

“If the New Mass is valid but illicit, may I attend? No! The fact that it’s valid does not 
mean it’s ok to attend.” 
    (Transcribed from the audio available here.) 
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The old SSPX used to say the same: 
 

“However, even if we could be certain of the validity of the Novus Ordo Masses      
celebrated in today’s Conciliar churches, it does not follow that they are pleasing to 
God. … Furthermore, it is never permitted to knowingly and willingly participate in an 
evil or sinful thing, even if it is only venially sinful. For the end does not justify the 
means. Consequently, although it is a good thing to want to assist at Mass and satisfy 
one’s Sunday obligation, it is never permitted to use a sinful means to do this.” 

(‘Questions and Answers with Fr Peter Scott’ - ‘Is the Novus Ordo Mass invalid, or sacrile-
gious, and should I assist at it when I have no alternative?’ archived here) 

 

Those words were written in concerning the New Mass, but we can honestly ask ourselves:   
are Indult / Ecclesia Dei Masses pleasing to God? Is the Mass of a priest who should be, and 
originally was, suspended for crimes against the Sixth Commandment with minors pleasing to 
God? What about the Mass of the bishop responsible for obstinately promoting his public  
ministry? We could go on: you get the point, or you don’t. What is pleasing to God should 
concern me first and foremost, not where can I go that is convenient for me as long it’s valid. 
 

Let us follow the logic of Fr. Scott’s explanation above. What matters more - that I find and 
receive as many sacraments as possible, wherever they are from, provided only that they are 
valid? Or rather, that I am careful to do only what I think will be pleasing to Our Lord and to 
put the Faith first? Interestingly enough, Fr Scott said the same about going to confession to a 
Novus Ordo priest: even if you are somehow certain that it is valid, you still shouldn’t go. The 
reasons given sound slightly different because we are talking about a different sacrament, but 
the reasoning is the same: 
 

“I do not hesitate to strongly recommend against going to confession to such a priest, 
even when there is an assurance of a valid absolution. A penitent does not go to       
confession simply to receive the absolution of his sins. He has the desire to receive all 
the effects of the sacrament, including the direction, and if need be reprimand of the 
confessor, growth in the love of God and in sanctifying grace, a firmer purpose of 
amendment and the satisfaction of the temporal punishment due to his sins. All this is 
only possible if he sees in the confessor a judge, a teacher, and a physician. It is to  
guarantee these full effects of the sacrament of Penance that the Church supplies      
jurisdiction so that the faithful can ask any priest to hear their confessions, for any just 
reason (canon 2261, §2, 1917 Code and canon 1335 of the 1983 Code).  
 

Manifestly it is not possible to have confidence in the guidance of a priest who com-
promises with modernism by celebrating the New Mass, even if he otherwise appears 
orthodox. Neither his judgment as to the reality of our contrition, nor his instruction as 
to the gravity of our sins, nor his remedies for the ills of our sins can be depended upon.  
… 

Our souls are much too precious to place in the hands of those who lack conviction. 
Consequently, outside case of danger of death, it is preferable to make an act of perfect 
contrition, and to wait until one can open one’s soul to a traditional priest that can be 
trusted.” 
    (Ibid.) 
 

As above, the question was about a Novus Ordo priest, but we could ask the same of other 
priests too. Can one have confidence in the judgement of a priest who, for instance, accepts all 
of Vatican II’s teaching along with all the dubious moral teaching of the conciliar church, who 
accepts the legitimacy and orthodoxy of the New Mass but says the Traditional Mass (or as he 
probably calls it, “the Extraordinary Form”) with the permission of the modernist hierarchy? Is 
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that really someone to whom we ought to look as a judge, teacher and physician? Or are our 
souls too precious to take such a risk? What about a bishop who obstinately promotes the 
aforementioned hypothetical priest suspended for unnatural crimes, are his judgement, his in-
struction or his remedies to be depended on? What about one who has spent the last several 
years trying to convince Traditional Catholics that the New Mass isn’t as bad as they thought 
and that, sometimes, it can even be good? No. To quote Fr Scott again: “Manifestly it is not 
possible to have confidence in the guidance of a priest who compromises with modernism.” 
 

Whether it be a question of what is pleasing to God (as with the Mass, which is the official, 
public worship of God) or a question of what is wise, what is prudent (as with confession, a 
sacrament which takes place in private, but where we have to be docile and place our soul, as it 
were, into the hands of the priest, treating his every word as though it were Our Lord himself 
talking), the answer is the same and for the same reason. No! And why? Because sacraments 
do not matter enough to risk endangering the your soul. Clearly then, there is more to saving 
your soul that merely the reception of sacraments regardless of the how, the when, or            
the where. It is the Faith which will save our soul, not sacraments-at-any-price. Mass and  
Confession are a great help in getting to heaven, provided they can be obtained without offend-
ing Our Lord. But they are hardly sine qua non, as those Saints who attained heaven without 
them attest. If there is one sacrament which could be said to be essential, non-negotiable, a sine 
qua non for getting to heaven it is surely baptism. Almost all of us have seen or been present at 
a Traditional baptism. Here is how the ceremony begins: 
 

“Priest: What are you asking of God’s Church? 
Sponsors: Faith. 
Priest: What does the Faith hold out to you? 
Sponsors: Everlasting life. 
 

[Quid petis ab Ecclesia Dei? 
 - Fidem. 
Fides, quid tibi praestat? 
 - Vitam aeternam.] ” 
 

    (Rituale Romanum: Baptism) 
 

Notice that the answer to ‘What are you asking from the Church?’ is not: ‘Valid sacraments.’ It 
is not even ‘Baptism,’ as one might expect. It is the Faith. Why might that be, other than for 
the same reasons discussed above? It is the Faith which will communicate life everlasting to 
us, not the sacraments as such.  
 

The Catholics of the early Church surely understood this far better than we do today. Even  the 
sacrament of baptism is not something which one can risk betraying Our Lord in order to    
obtain. A catechumen due to be baptised might very easily be swept up with others in a mass 
arrest and told to offer incense to an idol. If he does so, he lives; if he refuses, he dies. Put 
yourself in his shoes. You are due to be baptised next week. If you offer incense, you get to 
live long enough to receive the sacrament; if you refuse, you will die without it. And yet to 
offer the incense is not only the wrong thing to do, one such action is so serious an act of    
betrayal that it can lead to you totally losing the Faith once and for all (Martin Scorsese’s film 
Silence got that right at least). The right thing to do is to refuse and die a martyr. You will be 
baptised by blood in any case, we know that and today we can formulate it in those terms, 
thanks to the work of far greater men in previous centuries. A Roman martyr would perhaps 
have expressed his conviction that he was doing the right thing in a less formulaic way. But 
even so, what mattered most to these early martyrs was not the ability to receive sacraments, 
even the sacrament of baptism, but rather the profession of the Faith “before men”. 
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He who confesses Me before men... 
 

That is the final point which we must grasp concerning the Faith vs. “valid sacraments” debate. 
It is not enough merely to believe: you must also say that you believe, you must admit that you 
believe before others, even when you know it will be received in a hostile way, even at the risk 
of your own life. This act of admitting what we believe, of saying it loud and clear before   
others, including those who are hostile, is called profession or confession. That is why there 
are Saints who were not martyrs but whom we call confessors: they were witnesses for the 
Catholic Faith before others, albeit not with their blood. If I believe Catholic teaching but keep 
it to myself and hide the light under a bushel, I won’t save my soul and in all likelihood I 
won’t persevere. “Keep the Faith!” is a misleading statement - yes, you have to keep the Faith, 
obviously, but you have also to try to spread it, you have to profess it . Everyone has a right to 
hear the truth, even those who don’t want to hear it and will react violently against it.  
 

Archbishop Lefebvre famously said that the devil’s masterstroke was to get people to leave 
Tradition through “obedience.” In reality this means taking something good in itself 
(obedience) and placing it above an even higher good. Well, in our day this is the equivalent. 
In 2025, the devil’s latest master-stroke, it seems, is to get Catholics (“Traditional” Catholics!) 
to compromise on a level of doctrine, to compromise their profession of the Faith, in order to 
obtain “valid sacraments”; to place the good of sacraments above the higher good of the Faith 
and its profession, in other words. Even ten or fifteen years ago this was still not all that    
common. Today, with modernist Rome’s slippery snare of the Indult Mass and encouraged by 
Bishop Williamson, it is now springing up everywhere. 

  
“Every one therefore that shall confess me before men, I will also confess him before 
my Father who is in heaven. But he that shall deny me before men, I will also deny 
him before my Father who is in heaven.” 
    - Matt. 10: 32-33 

 
“Certainly the question of the liturgy and the sacraments is very important, but it 
is not the most important. The most important is that of the Faith.” 
    - Archbishop Lefebvre, Fideliter interview, Jan/Feb 1991 

 
“Today more than ever – and let it be understood rightly – society needs strong and 
consistent doctrines.  Even though ideas are falling apart everywhere, asserting the 
truth can still be done in society, provided that this assertion of truth be firm, sub-
stantial, and without compromise. […] There is a grace attached to the full and entire 
confession of the Faith.  This grace, according to Saint Paul, is the salvation of those 
who accomplish this confession; and experience shows that such a confession is also 
the salvation of those who witness it.  Be Catholic and nothing other than Catholic.”  
    - Dom Prosper Gueranger, The Christian Meaning of History 

 
“Matters have come to this pass: the people have left their houses of prayer and as-
sembled in the deserts, a pitiable sight; women and children, old men, and men oth-
erwise infirm, wretchedly faring in the open air, amid most profuse rains and snow-
storms and winds and frosts of winter; and again in summer under a scorching sun. 
To this they submit because they will have no part of the wicked Arian leaven [i.e. 
the valid Mass said by Arian priests and bishops].” 
    - St. Basil the Great; Epistulae 242, 376 AD 
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“Certainly the question of the 
liturgy and the sacraments is 
very important, but it is not the 
most important. The most   
important is that of the Faith.” 

- Fideliter interview, Jan/Feb 
1991 

 
“We understand quite well 
what troubles you may experi-
ence in the circumstances in 
which you are living, without a 
good Mass … In fact, in such a case Monseigneur Lefebvre recommends rather to stay 
at home and pray the rosary in the family and to read the old Mass in the missal…”   
     - Reply to a personal letter to Archbishop Lefebvre, 27th April 1980 (see Recusant 40 p.10)  

 
“We are convinced of this, it is they who are wrong, who have changed course, who 
have  broken with the Tradition of the Church, who have rushed into novelties, we are 
convinced of this. That is why we do not  rejoin them and why we cannot work with 
them; we cannot collaborate with the people who depart from the spirit of the Church, 
from the Tradition of the Church.”      
    - Archbishop Lefebvre, interview with Minute, 29th July 1976  

 
“I am not what you think I am. Many speak of me but few know me. I am not Free-
masonry, nor rioting, nor the changing of the monarchy into a republic, not the       
substitution of one dynasty for another, not temporary disturbance of public order. I 
am not the shouts of Jacobins, nor the fury of the Montagne, nor the fighting on the 
barricades, nor pillage, nor arson, nor the agricultural law, nor the guillotine, nor the 
drownings. I am neither Marat nor Robespierre, nor Babeuf nor Mazzini nor Kossuth. 
These men are my sons but they are not me. These things are my works but they are 
not me. These men and these things are passing objects but I am a permanent state... I 
am the hatred of all order not established by man and in which he himself is not both 
king and god.”  
    - Bishop Gaume, quoted by Abp. Lefebvre in An Open Letter to Confused Catholics, Ch.13 
 

 

Thank you for continuing to support:  
 

“The Recusant Mass Fund” 
 

Account No.:  47152560    Sort Code:  30-95-89 
IBAN:  GB11LOYD30958947152560  

BIC:  LOYDGB21041 
 

May God Bless Your Generosity! 
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Better to go to the right Mass once in a while than to the wrong Mass often. In the meantime, 
for when there is no priest available, or you are unable to get to the nearest Mass, here is: 

...and in the meantime, don’t forget to pray for priests! 

O Jesus, Eternal High Priest, keep Thy priests within the shelter of Thy 
Sacred Heart where none may harm them.  
 

Keep unstained their anointed hands which daily touch Thy Sacred Body.  
 

Keep pure their lips, daily purpled by Thy Precious Blood.  
 

Keep pure and unworldly their hearts, sealed with sublime mark of Thy 
glorious priesthood.  
 

May they grow in love and confidence in Thee, and protect them from 
the contagion of the world.  
 

With the power of changing bread and wine, grant them also the power 
of changing hearts.  
# 

Bless their labours with abundant fruit and grant them at the last the 
crown of eternal life.  
 

  Amen. 
 

O Lord grant us priests, 
 

O Lord grant us holy priests, 
 

O Lord grant us many holy priests 
 

O Lord grant us many holy religious vocations. 
 

St. Pius X, pray for us. 

An Act of Spiritual Communion 
 

As I cannot this day enjoy the happiness of assisting at the holy Mysteries, O my 
God, I transport myself in spirit at the foot of Thine altar. I unite with the Church, 
which by the hands of the priest, offers Thee Thine adorable Son in the Holy   
Sacrifice. I offer myself with Him, by Him, and in His Name. I adore, I praise, and 
thank Thee, imploring Thy mercy, invoking Thine assistance, and presenting Thee 
the homage I owe Thee as my Creator, the love due to Thee as my Saviour. 
 

Apply to my soul, I beseech Thee, O merciful Jesus, Thine infinite merits; apply 
them also to those for whom I particularly wish to pray. I desire to communicate 
spiritually, that Thy Blood may purify, Thy Flesh strengthen, and Thy Spirit sanc-
tify me. May I never forget that Thou, my divine Redeemer, hast died for me; may 
I die to all that is not Thee, that hereafter I may live eternally with Thee. Amen. 
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First Fr. Abraham. Then Fr. Peignot. Now there’s a third paedo priest on the loose, protected 
and enabled by the Fake Resistance. What are the odds? At what point does it become a   
pattern? And why is it that so many people who knew him were/are seemingly paralysed? 
Why are so many more still trying to defend him? Expect all the hard questions to go        
unanswered by the cult-personality groupies.  
 

Who is Fr. Kerry Moran? 
 

(and why does it matter?) 
 
Kerry Michael Moran is a priest of the Fake Resistance. Since mid-2024 he has said Mass and 
heard confessions in England for the Mass centres of Bishop Paul Morgan, staying inter-
mittently at Broadstairs and has since then spent time in Ireland where he said Mass heard 
confessions for the Mass centres of Bishop Giacomo Ballini, though we are told that in     
Ireland he went by the name Ciaran Moran. He also stayed at the house in Cork where Ballini 
lives with his priests and seminarians. In March of this year, an old acquaintance drew our 
attention to this in early 2025 after he received this email in reply to an enquiry: 

 

Very little effort is required to ascertain that this email is 100% genuine. Note the fact that it 
was sent not from the priest’s personal email account, but from the email address belonging to 
the chancery of the diocese (www.eglisemartinique.fr) is the website of the conciliar church 
in Martinique, a colonial outpost of France situated near Barbados in the Caribbean. The title 
under his name, “Chancellier intérimaire” means that he is the chancellor of the diocese, but 
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From: <chancellerie@eglisemartinique.fr> 
Sent: Monday 10 March 2025 31:12 
To: <*****@*****> 
Subject: Re: Enquiry about Kerry Moran in Martinique 
 
I would like to inform you that Kerry Michael Moran, incardinated and or-
dained deacon in the diocese of  Fort-de-France (Martinique) on 26/08/2017, 
was dismissed from the clerical state on 6/02/2024 following a criminal trial 
opened on 19/07/22 at the request of the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the 
Faith. Kerry Moran was found guilty of acts contrary to the sixth command-
ment with a minor (c. 1398 §1, 1° CIC; art. , 1° SST), a conviction confirmed 
by letter from the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith on April 24 2024. 
 
May God have mercy on him and on us all.  
 

Abbé Benoit Paul-Joseph 
Chancellier intérimaire 
 
Archevêché  
5-7 rue du Révérend Père Pinchon 
97200 Fort-de-France 
0596 63 70 70 
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as a temporary, not yet permanent,    
appointment. “Interim Chancellor” 
we might say. The same diocese 
website also reveals that the interim 
chancellor of the diocese is one      
Fr. Benoit Paul-Joseph, priest of the 
Fraternity of St Peter.  
 

The above email is therefore not a 
random email from an unknown 
stranger intent on causing mischief.  
It is not even an email from Fr.    
Benoit-Joseph as an individual priest: 
it is an official response from the 
chancellor of a conciliar diocese in his capacity as chancellor of that diocese. 
 

The next question is this: is it true that the priest Kerry Moran is originally from the diocese 
of Fort - de - France in Martinique? Is this diocese really in a position to know what they are 
talking about when they warn people about him? Again, a quick internet search is our friend.  
 

“Among the visiting clergy were Fr Emmanuel Chaulvet and Deacon Kerry Moran who are 
based in Martinique.” says a Novus Ordo news article from May 2018, about ordinations in 
Port of Spain diocese, in Trinidad and Tobago (https://catholictt.org/2018/05/25/it-can-be-
done/).  
 

Another publicly visible article from February 2017 reads: 
 

 “Mgr. David Macaire, Archbishop of our diocese will this year make a pastoral visit 
to our district from Monday 8th to Wednesday 10th May 2017, and will meet with the 
leaders of various different groups and movements in the following order:  […]  
11. The Mass servers with the seminarian Kerry Moran, diocesan MC” ...  
 

(“Les servants de messe avec le séminariste Kerry Moran, cérémoniaire diocésain.” - 
original article in French, translation is ours - http://paroissedufrancois.fr/visite-de-
mgr-david-macaire/ ). 

 

As before, this is a Novus Ordo news website from that part of the world, in this case from 
Martinique. So we can gather that he was a seminarian in early 2017 and a deacon by May 
2017. Remember that the conciliar church don’t do minor orders: your status is “seminarian” 
and nothing else, right up until you become a deacon. These dates fit with what the chancel-
lor of Fort de France diocese says, that he was ordained deacon for that diocese in August 
2017.  
 

On the website of the Latin Mass Society of England and Wales, we find a 2014 article which 
mentions him thus:  
 

“Please pray for vocations, especially for the following young men of the Arch-
diocese… Pray for Matthew Palmer (FSSP), Royston Price, Kerry Moran who have 
entered the religious life…” 
    (https://lmscardiff.org.uk/vocations_to_the_priesthood_and_religious_life/) 

 

Exactly what “religious life” he had entered in 2014 remains unclear, but we gather that he 
tried his vocation a number of different places before ending up in Martinique. And come    
to think of it, what is a white guy from Wales doing in a black Caribbean French-speaking 
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diocese? Not a crime, of course, and there might be a perfectly innocent explanation. But it 
does require an explanation, it isn’t normal. And was he eventually ordained a priest by that 
diocese or only deacon, in which case who ordained him a priest? One version we have heard 
is that it was Archbishop Vigano who ordained him to the priesthood. He himself, it seems, has 
been telling people that Bishop Williamson conditionally ordained him to the priesthood. So 
who knows what the truth is, there seem to be at least three possibilities there. 
 

We gather that Fr. Moran is now telling people that his former diocese are persecuting him  
because he was too Traditional for them, or something similar. This doesn’t ring true some-
how. Apart from being a suspiciously convenient excuse, the chancellor of the diocese happens 
to be a priest of the Fraternity of St Peter. And anyway, if Moran had  always been so         
Traditional, so Traditional that his own diocese fabricated a very serious charge against him, 
why would he have chosen a Novus Ordo diocese in which to be a seminarian in the            
first place? Besides, say what you will about conciliar dioceses, surely they don’t go about 
inventing charges of child sexual abuse where none exist; they take that sort of thing seriously 
and are under a lot of pressure to be seen to do so, especially in recent years.  
 

Either way, our correspondents of the diocese of Fort-de-France were also in touch with   
Archbishop Vigano and received this reply from him:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fr. Moran’s response to this, we are told, has been to accuse Archbishop Vigano of having it in 
for him. How convenient. His old conciliar diocese who ordained him deacon and the 
‘Traditional’ bishop who he says ordained him priest, both somehow have ended up with a 
grudge against him, one so serious that they have decided to collude in the same fabricated 
story against him - does that sound plausible?  
 

It is also important to note that Vigano says he informed Bishop Ballini. Why Ballini for his 
part decided to ignore the warning is anyone’s guess. Several people have tried to reach him in 
recent weeks, but he appeared to have gone off to Italy. Our correspondents sent both emails to 
Bishop Morgan, whom they had known since his SSPX days, and his response was to block 
them. It is also useful to note that if there is a distinct lack of evidence from the other side, i.e. 
from the Fake Resistance, that is because of their usual habit of “being discreet” following the 
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From: <carlomariavigano@*****> 
Sent: Friday 14 March 2025 21:32 
To: <*****@*****> 
Subject: Re: URGENT: Kerry ‘Ciaran’ Moran in the UK 
 
Dear ******* 
 
What I can say regarding Kerry Moran is that he is a very insidious man who 
deceived me and Bp. Williamson. I do not know whether he is guilty or inno-
cent of the crimes he is accused of. I can only say that any relationship with 
him must be avoided and he must not have any contact with children and 
young people. Bp Ballini is informed about this, but unfortunately he has not 
taken any measures and continues to avail himself of his collaboration. 
 
Kyrie eleison 
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advice of Bishop Williamson. This means that very 
little is publicly verifiable. Unfortunately, it also 
means that it creates an atmosphere in which    
pederasts and child sexual abusers can breathe       
a little more easily: such people are often con-
summate liars and not beyond reinventing them-
selves to outrun their own notorious reputations, 
and it is usually only by open communication that 
they are eventually brought to book.  
 

Fr. Kerry Moran certainly appears very keen to be 
‘discreet’. Evidence abounds of how anxious he is 
not to have his name or even his picture out in  
public - he is not at all happy about it! Some might 
say that this is in itself suspicious. His stories to 
various people about how he is a top-level expert 
canon lawyer and that he is currently fighting cases 
in Rome to defend various unnamed Traditionalists 
also ring hollow to many. To others, he has said 
that it is himself that he is defending and that once 
his name gets out in connection with the 
‘Resistance’ (by which he presumably means the 
Fake Resistance), it will ruin his chances of a fair 
trial. Again, it all rings a little hollow.  
 

And of course, it is impossible to contact the man 
himself because - you’ve guessed it - everything is 
top secret, the whole apostolate has to operate  
behind closed doors, there is no public point of 
contact anywhere that we can see.  
 

Why Does it Matter? 
 

Apart from the fact that this is now a third homo / pederast child-molester left to the world as 
part of Bishop Williamson’s “Resistance” legacy, there is the disquieting reaction of all the 

groupies. It is as though Bishop Williamson can never have done 
anything wrong, therefore anyone connected to him must be    
defended at all costs. Bishops Morgan and Ballini refuse to take 
any responsibility for the man they introduced to their own    
faithful. Even the laity, some of them it seems, are intent on    
defending this man, just as some of them have (we are reliably 
informed) taken in recent years to telling people that Fr.  Stephen 
Abraham is totally innocent and never did anything. Incredible but 
true. Let us just take a moment to ponder what it must take to  
produce such a head-in-the-sand response. The mind boggles.  
 

It is tempting to hope that the stubbornness, blindness and unwill-
ingness to face facts or take responsibility may be the undoing of 
the Fake Resistance. But let us be realistic: the secular world 
around us will not make any distinction between us and them, and 
we will end up being tarred with the same brush. In the meantime, 
this may not be the last we have heard of the matter. Stay tuned…  

Fr. Kerry Moran 
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A picture taken from a 2016 ‘France-Antilles    
Martinique’ article, showing what appears to 
be Archbishop Macaire and Kerry Moran as 
a Novus Ordo seminarian:  
https://www.martinique.franceantilles.fr/regions/
centre/chemin-de-misericorde-845862.php 

The same Kerry Moran after 
having reinvented himself as    
a Traditional priest, in 2024 
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In case anyone tries to defend Fr. Kerry Moran, Bishops Morgan and Ballini and the late lament-
ed Bishop Williamson by hiding behind fake outrage, let us remind ourselves of how things really 
stand: 

“How Dare You Say Those Things? 
You Are Spreading Scandal!” 

 

“It is better that the truth be known than that scandal be covered up.” 
    - St. Augustine 
 

“It is better that scandals should arise than that truth should be suppressed.” 
    - Pope St. Gregory the Great 
 

“When vices are attacked and scandal results from it, it is not he who makes the    
accusation who is to answer for the scandal, but he who renders it necessary.” 
    -  St. Bernard of Clairvaux 
 

“Not to oppose error is to approve it; and not to defend truth is to suppress it; and 
indeed to neglect to confound evil men, when we can do it, is no less a sin than to 
encourage them.” 
    - Pope St. Felix III 
 

“The clearest sign of God's anger and the most horrible punishment He can inflict 
upon this world is manifested when He permits His people to fall into the hands of 
clergy who are clergyman more in name than in deed.” 
    - St. John Eudes 
 

“The greatest obstacle in the apostolate of the Church is the timidity or rather the 
cowardice of the faithful.” 
    - Pope St. Pius X 
 

“ §1. However, any faithful is always allowed to denounce the crime of another, to 
ask for satisfaction or reparation of damages, or also for love of Justice, so that some 
scandal or evil may be repaired.  
 

   §2. Furthermore, there exists an obligation to denounce in all those cases in which 
such obligation is imposed by some law or particular legitimate precept, or even by 
the same  natural right, for reason of danger to the faith or religion, or by cause of 
any other imminent public harm.”  
 

      - Code of Canon Law 1917, canon 1935 
 

“There are times, nevertheless, when one may lawfully make known the offense of 
another even though as a consequence the trust hitherto reposed in him be rudely 
shaken or shattered. … Even when the sin is in no sense public, it may still be       
divulged without contravening the virtues of justice or charity whenever such a 
course is for the common good or is esteemed to make for the good of the narrator, of 
his listeners, or even of the culprit. The right which the latter has to an assumed good 
name is extinguished in the presence of the benefit which may be conferred in this 
way.” 
    - Catholic Encyclopaedia  
 www.TheRecusant.com 
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...and in case anyone tries saying, as with Fr. Abraham, that it doesn’t matter because a few 
years have passed by, he’s now a changed man, it wasn’t so bad, he’s done his time, etc. etc.  
 

What Does the Church Teach  about Clerical Immorality? 
 
 

1917 Code of Canon Law:  
 
Canon 2359  
 

   §1. Clerics in holy orders, whether they be secular or religious, who are living in 
con-cubinage, when a prior warning has proved useless, are to be compelled to with-
draw from the illicit companionship and to repair the scandal by suspension 
(‘suspensio a divinis’), by  being deprived of the fruits of office, benefits, dignity, 
with due regard to the provisions of Canons 2176-2181.  
   § 2. If an offense against the sixth commandment with minors under sixteen years 
of age be admitted, or if adultery, rape, bestiality, sodomy, pimping or incest with 
first degree relations be carried out, they are to be suspended, declared infamous and 
deprived of every office,  benefit, dignity and function that they might have and in 
the more serious cases, deposed.  
   § 3. If they have committed an offense against the sixth commandment in some 
other way, they are to be coerced with appropriate penalties according to the gravity 
of the case, not  excluding deprivation of office or benefit, especially if they have 
care of souls.  
 

(§1. Clerici in sacris sive saeculares sive religiosi concubinarii, monitione inutiliter praemissa, 
cogantur ab illicito contubernio recedere et scandalum reparare suspensione a divinis, privatione 
fructuum officii, beneficii, dignitatis, servato praescripto can. 2176-2181.  
§2. Si delictum admiserint contra sextum decalogi praeceptum cum minoribus infra aetatem 
sexdecim annorum, vel adulterium, stuprum, bestialitatem, sodomiam, lenocinium, incestum cum 
consanguineis aut affinibus in primo gradu exercuerint, suspendantur, infames declarentur, 
quolibet officio, beneficio, dignitate, munere, si quod habeant, priventur, et in casibus gravioribus 
deponantur.  
§3. Si aliter contra sextum decalogi praeceptum deliquerint, congruis poenis secundum casus 
gravitatem coerceantur, non excepta officii vel beneficii privatione, maxime si curam animarum 
gerant.  -  translation our own.)  

 
 

Fourth Lateran Council:  
 
“ 14. Clerical incontinence  
 

In order that the morals and conduct of clerics may be reformed for the better, let all 
of them strive to live in a continent and chaste way, especially those in holy orders. 
Let them beware of every vice involving lust, especially that on account of which the 
wrath of God came down from heaven upon the sons of disobedience, so that they 
may be worthy to minister in the sight of almighty God with a pure heart and an un-
sullied body. Lest the ease of receiving  pardon prove an incentive to sin, we decree 
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that those who are caught giving way to the vice of incontinence are to be punished 
according to canonical sanctions, in proportion to the seriousness of their sins. We 
order such sanctions to be effectively and strictly observed, in order that those whom 
the fear of God does not hold back from evil may at least be restrained from sin by 
temporal punishment. Therefore anyone who has been suspended for this reason and        
presumes to celebrate divine services, shall not only be deprived of his ecclesiastical 
benefices but shall also, on account of his twofold fault, be deposed in perpetuity. 
Prelates who dare to support such persons in their wickedness, especially if they      
do  it for money or for some other temporal advantage, are to be subject to like    
punishment.” 
 
 

St. Thomas Aquinas:  
 
“Heretical, schismatical, excommunicate, or even sinful priests, although they have 
the power to consecrate the Eucharist, yet they do not make a proper use of it; on the 
contrary, they sin by using it. But whoever communicates with another who is in sin, 
becomes a sharer in his sin. Hence we read in John's Second Canonical Epistle (11) 
that ‘He that saith unto him, God speed you, communicateth with his wicked works.’ 
Consequently, it is not lawful to receive Communion from them, or to assist at their 
mass.  
 

Still there is a difference among the above, because heretics, schismatics, and excom-
municates, have been forbidden, by the Church's sentence, to perform the Eucharistic 
rite. And therefore whoever hears their mass or receives the sacraments from them, 
commits sin. But not all who are sinners are debarred by the Church's sentence from 
using this power: and so, although suspended by the Divine sentence, yet they are not 
suspended in regard to  others by any ecclesiastical sentence: consequently, until the 
Church's sentence is pronounced, it is lawful to receive Communion at their hands, 
and to hear their Mass. Hence on 1 Corinthians 5:11, ‘with such a one not so much as 
to eat,’ Augustine's gloss runs thus: ‘In saying this he was unwilling for a man to be 
judged by his fellow man on arbitrary suspicion, or even by usurped extraordinary 
judgment, but rather by God’s law, according to the Church’s ordering, whether he 
confess of his own accord, or whether he be accused and convicted.’  
[…]  
By refusing to hear the masses of such priests, or to receive Communion from them, 
we are not shunning God's sacraments; on the contrary, by so doing we are giving 
them honour (hence a host consecrated by such priests is to be adored, and if it be 
reserved, it can be consumed by a lawful priest): but what we shun is the sin of the 
unworthy ministers.”  
 

- Summa Theologica, III, Q.82, Article 9 (“"Whether it is permissible to      
receive communion from heretical, excommunicate or sinful priests, and to 
hear Mass said by them?")  Respondeo et seq.  
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St Peter Damian: 
 

“… I would surely prefer to be thrown into the well like Joseph who informed his 
father of his brothers’ foul crime, than to suffer the penalty of God’s fury, like Eli, 
who saw the wickedness of his sons and remained silent. (Sam 2:4) … Who am I, 
when I see this pestilential practice flourishing in the priesthood to become the    
murderer of another’s soul by daring to repress my criticism in expectation of the 
reckoning of God’s judgement? … How, indeed, am I to love my neighbour as     
myself if I negligently allow the wound, of which I am sure he will brutally die, to 
fester in his heart? … So let no man condemn me as I argue against this deadly vice, 
for I seek not to dishonour, but rather to promote the advantage of my brother’s well-
being. Take care not to appear partial to the delinquent while you persecute him who 
sets him straight. If I may be pardoned in using Moses’ words, ‘Whoever is for the 
Lord, let him stand with me.’ (Ezek 32:26)” 
 

     - Letter 31, ‘Liber Gomorrhianus’  
 

The Vatican in 1961: 
 

“Candidates should not be admitted to religious seminaries except after careful     
investigation and the securing of detailed information on each individual. In        
seminaries and novitiates the necessary proofs and investigations are to be repeated 
with faithful observance of the General Statutes of the Apostolic Constitution Sedes 
Sapientiae, art. 31-34. Doubtful fitness is not enough but ‘as often as there still     
remains some prudent doubt as to the fitness of a candidate, it is wrong to permit him 
to contract obligations (can.571, §2), especially if they be definitive, (can.575, §1; 
637). Still greater care must be exercised in this regard if there be question of Sacred 
Orders…’ …[T]he bishop is warned ‘that he should confer Sacred Orders on no one 
unless he is morally certain, by positive arguments, of the candidate’s canonical   
fitness; otherwise, he not only sins most grievously himself but exposes himself to 
the danger of sharing in the sins of others’ (can. 973, S 3)  … Consequently, in case 
of doubt as to fitness, it is certainly unlawful to proceed further for there is involved 
something on which the welfare of the Church and the salvation of souls depend in a 
special manner, and in which consequently, the safer opinion must always be        
followed.  
[…]  
Should superiors find a candidate unable to observe ecclesiastical celibacy and    
practice priestly chastity, then, completely ignoring any other outstanding qualities, 
they should bar him from the religious life and the priesthood. 
[…] 
Advantage to religious vows and ordination should be barred to those who are      
afflicted with evil tendencies to homosexuality or pederasty, since for them the   
common life and the priestly ministry would constitute serious dangers.” 

- Religiosorum Institutio, 1961 (available at: https://www.papalencyclicals.net/
john23/j23religios.htm) 
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SSPX Watch! 
 

Fr Udressy defects to the conciliar church and says the new Mass. Readers from 
the early years of the Resistance will remember Fr. Firmin Udressy as one of Bishop Fellay’s 
loyal liberals. As District Superior of Germany, he was a zealous persecutor of any faithful 
whom he perceived had a “bad spirit” regardless of whether they had actually done anything, 
as in the case of an 89-year-old man for instance, who had used his savings to help purchase 
the very chapel from which he was banned (See Recusant 17, p.35). The same Fr. Udressy 
seemed very friendly towards Ecclesia Dei and Novus Ordo priests and even  attended an 
Una Voce conference  (see Recusant 26, p.34). Prior to being District Superior he was prior of 
Munich, arguably the most prominent German priory, and was responsible for them advertis-
ing their Mass as being “in the extraordinary form” (see Recusant 13, p.34). 
 

Thus it may not come as any great surprise to hear that 
in September 2024 he left the SSPX and began offering 
the New Mass. According to some very joyful, upbeat 
articles on more than one conciliar website, Udressy has 
joined the ‘conservative Novus Ordo’ French-based 
‘Community of St. Martin’ which says “the Mass  of St. 
Paul VI” and not “the Mass of St. Pius V.” Will the  
German SSPX learn an important lesson from this or 
draw the right conclusions, or are they going to pretend 
that they didn’t see any signs going back years? Will Fr. 
Udressy’s actions as District Superior be looked at 
again? Will anyone draw a causal link between his    
liberalism then and his joining the Novus Ordo now? Of 
course not. And yet, is not Fr. Udressy at least being more honest than his (former) superiors? 
They are the ones who ought to have left and haven’t. If all priests who felt like Fr. Udressy 
had made the move like him, there would have been plenty of high-level departures over the 
past twenty years, one suspects, and the events of 2012 would never have taken place. 
 

Is the SSPX “Semper Idem”..?  In late November last year, the SSPX General House 
released a statement marking the fiftieth anniversary of Archbishop Lefebvre’s November 
1974 Declaration, entitled “1974-2024 Semper Idem.” 
 

You may look in vain for anything openly liberal in this statement - these are words written to 
satisfy everyone that the SSPX hasn’t changed, after all. But don’t be fooled! The problem is 
not what the words say, but that the words and the reality do not match.  
 

For example, Archbishop Lefebvre complains about a “naturalist and Teilhardian teaching in 
universities, seminaries and catechetics.” Take a look at the evolutionist cosmology being 
pushed by Fr. Paul Robinson (now in charge of Angelus Press, if you please!), complete with 
billions-of-years-old timeline, Noah’s flood not being worldwide and the days of creation 
presented by Genesis in the wrong order, and then tell me about naturalist and Teilhardian 
teaching going on in seminaries and schools! Archbishop Lefebvre also says that the Vatican 
II revolution “is poisoned through and through; it derives from heresy and ends in heresy, 
even if all its acts are not formally heretical. It is therefore impossible for any conscientious 
and faithful Catholic to espouse this Reformation or to submit to it in any way whatsoever.” 
True, but then how does that square with declaring that the same Vatican II “enlightens and 
deepens our understanding of Tradition; or that “we  accept” the conciliar code of canon law 
and also the “legitimately promulgated” New Mass? How does it fit with promoting conciliar 
devotions such as the Divine Mercy among the faithful (see Recusant 29, p.33)? We could go 
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on. If the SSPX really stood by the 1974 Declaration and wanted to make those words its own 
again, to be the same as always (“semper idem”), it would retract those declarations named 
above,  apologise and clean up all the many other dalliances with conciliarism.  
 

“No authority,” says the Archbishop, “not even the highest in the hierarchy, can force us to 
abandon or diminish our Catholic Faith, so clearly expressed and professed by the Church’s 
Magisterium for nineteen centuries.” True. That is why the expulsion of Resistance priests 
from the SSPX is of no consequence and why they were and are right to defy their SSPX  
superiors. Yes, in reality the 1974 declaration is a charter for the Resistance. This statement’s 
title should have been not “semper idem” but “adhuc decipientes.” In fact, may I suggest a 
motto for the SSPX, from Genesis? “et abiit, parvipendens quod primogenita vendidisset.”  
 

Fr. Pagliarani’s Angelus Interview: admitting more than he perhaps realises... 
Shortly before Christmas, The Angelus carried an interview with the Superior General, Fr. 
Davide Pagliarani, (also reproduced in the January British District newsletter). In his answer 
to the first question, he says that the SSPX has become “de-demonised” in the eyes of many 
and is no longer seen as “schismatic” or as “reacting against modernity. Hmm. Doubtless true, 
but what might the reason for that be, and is it not something that ought to prompt some    
soul-searching? Is the modern world less evil than twenty-odd years ago? Ought you not   
rather to be seen as more at war with it, and not less?  
 

In Question 2 he is asked: “What does the Society of Saint Pius X have to  offer to Catholics 
today that is not provided by the Ecclesia Dei communities?” His answer is little more than 
that the SSPX have greater “liberty,” that the Ecclesia Dei communities are in a “precarious” 
position which leads to them “persistently remaining silent” about liberal errors (but increas-
ingly, whether he will admit it or not, the SSPX does too, witness for instance their failure to 
speak out against covid vaccines or their steady embrace of evolutionist cosmology) and he 
presents this silence as merely a sort of handicap which means that  “Tradition cannot be de-
fended effectively” and not as something wrong in itself, much less the “betrayal” which 
Archbishop Lefebvre quite rightly named it. He also is careful to point out that: “Of course, 
we are not judging here the good that this or that priest may be doing in this or that situa-
tion…” Oh thank God for that! Above all, we mustn’t be judgemental! He ends his answer to 
this question by saying that Archbishop Lefebvre stood for “the true liberty of working entire-
ly and unconditionally for the restoration of the Faith, the priesthood and the Mass.” This talk 
of “true liberty” may be true in its own way, but it sins by omission. Archbishop Lefebvre 
also said some far more hard-hitting things about betrayal, about shaking hands with the very 
people who are destroying the Church, about doing the work of the devil, and so forth. But 
perhaps that is the Archbishop Lefebvre who we’d rather forget? So much for his answer. 
Now what is the real answer? What does distinguish the SSPX for the Ecclesia Dei priests? 
Not much. They are even more compromised, having been left marinating in compromise for 
much longer their teaching is even more laced with Vatican II and conciliar Popes. And of 
course they don’t have a bishop. They are ‘ahead of the curve,’ that is all. The SSPX will no 
doubt catch them up at some point.  
 

To his credit, he does admit there is a danger of SSPX faithful “falling asleep in a comfortable 
situation that was acquired by the efforts of their elders.” In our experience this is true of 
SSPX faithful to a very great extent, far more than anyone has been prepared to admit so far, 
outside of the Resistance that is. It is even true of SSPX priests too.  
The rest of the interview is boilerplate. He says that SSPX show “generosity in their aposto-
late” (do they, compared to twenty or thirty years ago?); he praises the late Bishop  Tissier de 
Mallerais; he manages to sound like Bishop Fellay when talking about “Providence” ; and he 
says we all need to pray more. True, but hardly a great revelation. As above, talk is cheap.   

www.TheRecusant.com 

https://fsspx.news/en/news/interview-superior-general-priestly-society-saint-pius-x-48711#:~:text=Don%20Davide%20Pagliarani%3A%20The%20role,is%20first%20of%20all%20a
https://fsspx.uk/sites/default/files/documents/IME%202025-01%20WEB.pdf


 
 “Holy abandonment is found ‘not in resignation and 

laziness but at the heart of action and initiative.’       
It would be dishonest to pray for victory without    
really fighting for it. [...] ‘The things I pray for’,    
St. Thomas More prayed magnanimously, ‘dear 

Lord, give me the grace to work for.’ ” 
 

(“The Biography of Marcel Lefebvre” p. 568) 
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